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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Schooling serves as a powerful and far-reaching socializing force in our society. 
Schools are the one social institution through which all children pass and in which the 
full diversity of our population is mandated to spend 13 years together. Schools 
function as door openers as well as gatekeepers for access to knowledge, and for 
meaningful participation in work and in the broader society (Weinstein, 2002, p. 23). 
As Americans, we typically believe that all students are entitled to and are receiving 
an equal education. We may even believe that all students are treated equally within the 
classroom. Unfortunately, this is not the case. Students frequently encounter many barriers 
that affect their opportunity to learn and succeed in our schools. One barrier, in particular, 
has had a devastating effect on many students. 
Since the beginnings of the American educational system, there has been an 
interesting and debilitating phenomenon present in our schools which has served as a 
significant barrier to student learning and success. This phenomenon has been referred to by 
many names: the Thomas Theorem, expectancy effects, and the self-fulfilling prophecy 
(Merton, 1957; Thomas, 1931; Weinstein, 2002). Regardless of what name we use to 
describe the phenomenon, the process and the results are the same. Individuals tend to live 
up to the expectations others have of them. 
Thomas (1931) once wrote "If men define situations as real, they are real in their 
consequences" (p. 188-189). In other words, once an individual has assigned meaning to an 
individual or situation, his/her resulting behavior is determined by that ascribed meaning. 
One might ask, "But how does this apply to the classroom?" It can be argued that every 
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teacher develops initial perceptions of each student in his/her classroom. Once initial 
perceptions are established, the teacher attaches various expectations and beliefs regarding 
the student's potential for success. For some students the expectation may be that they are 
bright and will have no problem achieving in the classroom. The teacher may perceive other 
students as lower performers, and thus have lower expectations for their success in the 
classroom. Students, all too frequently, live up to these expectations. For example, a student 
perceived as deviating from the norm may live up to his/her teacher's behavioral 
expectations. Ultimately, the teacher's expectations regarding the student's behavior or 
success in the classroom leads to the student behaving in a manner that corresponds to these 
expectations; thus, the self-fulfilling prophecy (Merton, 1957; Weinstein, 2002). 
Lower teacher acceptance can have a tremendous impact on the academic and social 
success of students, especially students with disabilities. It is imperative that if American 
colleges and universities are to produce high quality, well-prepared teachers, they need to 
address the perceptions of preservice teachers toward students who deviate from the norm. 
Marlowe and Maycock (2001) argued that general education teachers' perceptions and 
expectations of students who are at-risk for school failure or receive special education 
services are typically negative and stereotypic. More specifically, general education teachers 
reportedly assign a multitude of negative traits to these students. Wilson and Silverman 
(1991) argued that general education teachers' generalized belief systems are complex and 
may vary from one situation to the next. The generalized belief systems of general education 
teachers typically contain many stereotypic assumptions about individuals with disabilities. 
More importantly, a teacher's belief system frequently, if not always, governs the teacher's 
choice of action with students. Thus, students with disabilities who are frequently included 
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in general education classrooms may encounter many perceptual barriers which prohibit their 
successful integration into this environment as well as the opportunity to achieve to their 
fullest potential (Marlowe & Maycock, 2001). 
Perceptions, which are discussed in detail later in this paper, are referred to by 
numerous names: attitudes, opinions, values, beliefs, and perceptions. Similarly, there are 
many definitions associated with each of these concepts. For clarity's sake, the term 
"perception" will be used in this paper to refer to an individual's views, feelings, attitudes, 
beliefs, and perceptions toward an object, individual, or situation. Where this change might 
impact the reader's understanding, the author's terms have been listed in brackets following 
the word "perception." An operational definition of perceptions is provided at the conclusion 
of this chapter. 
The movement to include students with disabilities in general education classrooms 
began in the 1970s with the passage of Public Law 94-142, the Education of All 
Handicapped Children Act. While PL 94-142 does not specifically define "inclusion," it 
does define the least restrictive environment (LRE) which has provided the legal impetus for 
the inclusive education movement. PL 94-142 defines the principle of LRE as the placement 
of a student with a disability "to the maximum extent appropriate" with his/her peers without 
disabilities (PL 94-142, Section 1412 [5] [B]). Only when the student's disability is of a 
nature or severity that the student cannot be successful in the general education setting is the 
student to be removed from the general education setting. Subsequent initiatives have also 
focused on inclusion in American schools. In 1986, the United States Department of 
Education issued the Regular Education Initiative which further encouraged the education of 
students with disabilities in the general education setting (Falvey, Givner, & Kimm, 1995). 
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Falvey, Givner, and Kimm (1995) asserted that inclusion, or providing students with 
disabilities with services in the general education classroom, is a mindset - a belief system -
rather than an action or actions. An inclusive mindset entails educators embracing the 
diversity present in the general education setting and promoting the acceptance of each and 
every student regardless of the student's ability or inability to successfully complete 
academic and/or social tasks. 
There are several studies that address the perceptions of preservice and inservice 
teachers toward the practice of including students with disabilities in the general education 
setting (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000; Brantlinger, 1996; Mulvihill, Shearer, & Van 
Horn, 2002; O'Donoghue & Chalmers, 2000; Smith, 2000; Waldron, McLeskey & 
Pacchiano, 1999). Brantlinger (1996) found that preservice and inservice teachers frequently 
expect all students to achieve at grade level and when this does not happen, the teacher 
becomes frustrated, confused, and less accepting of the student's placement within the 
general education classroom. Furthermore, teachers tend to create their own classification 
systems for students who fall on the extreme ends of the achievement continuum. This 
frequently results in students being unofficially labeled as gifted and talented or learning 
disabled. Avramidis et al. (2000) found that the inclusion of students with disabilities into 
the general education classroom is influenced by the nature and severity of the student's 
disability. Moreover, negative perceptions of the student may reflect the teacher's lack of 
confidence in meeting the needs of the student with a disability. O'Donoghue and Chalmers 
(2000) found that as teachers become more experienced working with students with 
disabilities they become more relaxed and gain confidence in their ability to work with these 
students. Avramidis et al. (2000) found most general education teachers have positive 
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perceptions regarding the overall concept of inclusion. On the other hand, Waldron et al. 
(1999) found evidence that many general education teachers do not favor inclusion. Based 
on the results of Waldron et al.'s (1999) research, they argued that the majority of general 
education teachers favor the more traditional pullout special education services. However, 
Waldron's (1999) group found that most of those opposing the concept of inclusion were 
teachers who were not involved in inclusive programs. 
There are also studies that address teachers' perceptions of the skills needed by 
students with disabilities to succeed in inclusive environments (Downing, Simpson, & Smith-
Myles, 1990; Pearman, Huang, & Mellblom, 1997). Downing et al. (1990) found that 
general education teachers' perceptions of the nonacademic skills displayed by students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom varied significantly from their peers without 
disabilities. As expected, the data supported the premise that general education teachers 
perceived students with disabilities as displaying significantly fewer nonacademic skills than 
their peers without disabilities. Interestingly enough, there has been very little research 
conducted on the perceptions of preservice teachers toward the students with disabilities 
themselves. 
Renzaglia, Hutchins, and Lee (1997) suggested that one of the most troublesome 
issues for teacher education programs is the impact the preservice program has on preservice 
teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. The authors argued that research is 
lacking regarding the impact of preservice courses on the beliefs, perceptions, and 
dispositions of preservice teachers. Furthermore, they argued that a teacher's beliefs and 
perceptions drive decision-making within the classroom. Renzaglia et al. (1997) argued that 
preservice teacher preparation programs must address the beliefs, perceptions, and 
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dispositions of future teachers if American colleges and universities are to produce teachers 
who will successfully meet the needs of all students. 
Study Overview 
Due to the lack of research in the area, the focus of this study was on assessing 
preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. Specific goals of the research 
were to determine whether: 1) preservice teachers in different education majors had different 
perceptions of students with disabilities; preservice teachers' placement within the teacher 
education program impacted their perceptions of students with disabilities; 2) the number of 
field experiences taken impacted preservice teachers' perceptions of students with 
disabilities; and 3) which demographic factors, if any, were associated with preservice 
teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. Chapter Two provides an overview of 
recent legislation and the presence of students with disabilities in American schools. 
Attitudes, perceptions, and related concepts are defined and discussed. Finally, three 
theoretical perspectives regarding how perceptions are developed are presented and tied to 
the existing research in the area of teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. 
Chapter Three provides a description of the participants, survey instrument, procedures, and 
the data analysis methods used. Chapter Four describes the findings of the study. Finally, 
Chapter Five includes a summary and discussion of the findings, as well as implications, 
conclusions, and recommendations associated with the findings. 
Operational/Conceptual Definitions 
The operational definition of a perception for the purpose of this research is an 
individual's psychological evaluation of an object (an individual, object, or situation), which 
is indicative of his/her future behavior toward the object. An individual's overall perception 
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of an object (i.e., people with disabilities) impacts his/her initial perceptions of specific 
examples of the general case (i.e., a particular person with a disability). 
For the purpose of this research, students with disabilities are those who have been 
labeled as deaf, blind, learning disabled, mentally disabled, autistic, communication 
disordered, behaviorally disordered, physically disabled, or having multiple disabilities. 
While this list is not an exhaustive list of disabilities, the researcher felt it was important to 
give participants some definition of students with disabilities. 
The goal of this research was to explore preservice teachers' perceptions of students 
with disabilities. A preservice teacher is any student who is pursuing a degree in early 
childhood, elementary, or secondary education, who has not yet applied for or received 
licensure in the state of Iowa. Similarly, preservice courses refer to any courses which are 
requirements of the teacher education program. Courses early in the teacher education 
program are those classes that a preservice teacher typically takes prior to Curriculum and 
Instruction 245/268 - Strategies for Teaching and Strategies Practicum. Courses in the 
middle of the teacher education program are those courses taken after their first general 
teaching strategies/methods course. These are generally methods courses which require 
students to do field experiences in the classroom. Courses late in the teacher education 
program are student teaching experiences. Field experiences are those courses that require 
the participating preservice teacher to go into the school and conduct lessons in the area of 
reading, mathematics, science, or any other content area. The extent of field experiences 
refers to the number of field experiences the student has taken thus far during his/her 
education program. 
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One of the goals of the research was to determine whether a participant's major and 
area of licensure had an affect on his/her perceptions of students with disabilities. A 
participant's major refers to a degree program in early childhood, elementary education, or 
secondary education. Area of licensure refers to the participant's emphasis in a content area 
(i.e., mathematics, natural science, social sciences, English, foreign language, music, 
agriculture, or family and consumer science). 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation mandates that each and every student 
will leave school with the skills s/he needs to succeed in society. While NCLB focuses on 
the success of all students within the classroom, the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA) focuses on students with disabilities. IDEA mandates that all students with 
disabilities receive a free, appropriate public education in the least restrictive educational 
environment. For many students with disabilities the least restrictive environment is the 
general education classroom. As a result, more and more students with disabilities are 
receiving academic instruction with their peers without disabilities in the general education 
environment. Thus, general education teachers must be prepared to work with all students, 
regardless of the student's level of academic achievement. While increasing numbers of 
students with disabilities are receiving their education in the general education classroom, not 
all general education teachers are willing or able to accept these students into their 
classrooms. 
Approximately five and one-half million students between the ages of 3 and 21 are 
currently served under IDEA. This number reflects 12.4 percent of the total school 
population and continues to rise each year. At the present time, over 40 percent of students 
with disabilities are spending at least 80 percent of their school day in general education 
classrooms (Aldridge & Goldman, 2002; United States Department of Education, 1998). 
Soder (1990) argued that the recent interest in including students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom has led many educators and parents to believe that these 
students are automatically integrated within the general education social environment. This 
may be an overly optimistic view, as Soder (1990) argued that teachers do not readily 
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envelop students with disabilities in a warm and welcoming environment. Frequently, 
students with disabilities encounter teachers who hold prejudiced and negative perceptions of 
students with disabilities, which may lead to differentiated treatment of these students within 
the classroom. 
With more and more students with disabilities receiving an education in regular 
schools and general education classrooms, it is imperative that all teachers are prepared to 
work with these students and address their individual needs. In addition to students with 
disabilities, there are a multitude of students who are at-risk for school failure if their 
individual needs are not met. When the individual needs of these students are not met, 
students who are at risk or have disabilities may and frequently do fail in the academic 
setting. Researchers have argued that a large number of students at risk for school failure 
and students with disabilities will at some time drop out of school (Aldridge & Goldman, 
2002). According to Aldridge and Goldman (2002), roughly 15 percent of high school 
students will drop out of school. Unfortunately, the dropout rate for students with disabilities 
is much higher. The United States Department of Education (2001) reported that in 1998-
1999, the dropout rate for students with disabilities reached a six-year low of 28.9 percent. 
Students with mental retardation (24.9 percent) and emotional disorders (50.6 percent) were 
the least likely to graduate. Thus, it is critical that teachers develop positive perceptions of 
students with disabilities if these students are to receive an appropriate and success-filled 
education. 
While the goal of recent legislation (i.e., NCLB and IDEA) has been to improve the 
education of America's youth, legislators cannot mandate changes in teachers' perceptions of 
students at-risk and with disabilities. Within a typical general education classroom, there 
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may be a range of more than three years' difference in academic ability as well as a wide 
range of behavior. This is not only true of the elementary classroom, but also the middle 
school and high school classroom. Even the most well prepared teacher can find this wide 
range of ability frustrating. Ultimately this can result in some students receiving a less than 
adequate education due to the perceptions, acceptance, or expectations of teachers toward 
students at the lower end of the academic achievement continuum. 
Based on the work of Marlowe and Maycock (2001) and Renzaglia et al. (1997), one 
can argue that is imperative that more research be conducted in the area of preservice teacher 
perceptions of students with disabilities. Tregaskis (2000) argued that researchers not only 
need to examine perceptions of individuals with disabilities, but also need to address 
disability at a theoretical level. Only through the examination of perceptions at a theoretical 
level, and perhaps more importantly the acceptance of perceptions as a social construct, will 
society, and more specifically general education teachers, be able to achieve systematic 
change in perceptions of disability. The ultimate goal of this systematic change is the 
acceptance of students with disabilities in the general education classroom. This study was 
designed to rectify the lack of theoretical base for how individuals, more specifically how 
preservice teachers, develop their perceptions of individuals who deviate from the norm; 
hence, this study draws extensively from a sociological theoretical base. Moreover, the study 
provides insight on preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. 
Specific Definitions of Attitudes, Beliefs, and Perceptions 
A search of the sociology and psychology databases yields a multitude of research on 
attitudes and perceptions as well as a variety of definitions of attitudes and perceptions from 
which one can draw. While there are many differences in the definitions, there are just as 
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many commonalities among the various definitions. In addition, one finds that researchers 
refer to attitudes by many names such as values, opinions, beliefs, and perceptions. 
Aiken (2002) argued that attitudes, values, opinions, beliefs, and perceptions are all 
psychological processes involved in the evaluation of individuals, objects, and events (also 
referred to as objects or referent objects) within one's environment. Each of the 
aforementioned psychological processes represents a cognitive, affective, or behavioral 
response to an object. An individual's attitudes, values, opinions, beliefs, and perceptions 
cannot be observed directly, but must instead be inferred from the individual's behavior 
toward the object. While Aiken (2002) distinguished between attitudes, values, opinions, 
beliefs, and perceptions, he did not provide a concrete definition of any of these constructs. 
Other theorists and researchers have, however, provided concrete definitions of each of the 
concepts. While each theorist's/researcher's definitions may vary, there is general agreement 
with Aiken that attitudes, values, opinions, beliefs, and perceptions are evaluative 
psychological processes employed by an individual to make sense of his/her environment. 
For example, Allport (1929, 1935), who provided one of the of earliest definitions of 
perceptions [attitudes], defined perceptions [attitudes] as 
a disposition to act which is built up by the integration of numerous specific 
responses of a similar type, but which exists as a general neural 'set,' and when 
activated by a specific stimulus results in behavior that is more obviously a function 
of the disposition than of the activating stimulus (p. 221). 
In other words, Allport argued that perceptions [attitudes] are broad, generic determinants of 
an individual's future behavior toward an object. 
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Like Aiken (2002), Ajzen (2001) defined a perception as an individual's evaluation of 
a psychological object. The individual evaluates the object in terms of good-bad, pleasant-
unpleasant, and likeable-not likable. If and when an individual changes his/her perception, it 
is the result of a new perception overriding, but not replacing, the old perception of the 
object. Thus, an individual may have multiple perceptions of the same object with one 
perception overriding another when the individual is placed in a specific situation. 
It has been argued that perceptions serve several functions. Researchers have argued 
that perceptions have a knowledge function (Aiken, 2002; Erwin, 2001; Katz, 1960). Based 
on this function, perceptions serve as a frame of reference by which the individual organizes 
information about his/her world. The function of instrumentality implies that perceptions 
allow individuals to realize rewards and avoid sanctions. Perceptions that function as an ego-
defense allow the individual to manage emotional conflicts as s/he encounters various objects 
and situations. The value-expression function of perceptions enables an individual to express 
him/herself, his/her personal values, or his/her identity. Perceptions that have a consistency 
function serve as a means for the individual to view the self as being consistent with others 
within the social environment. Finally, perceptions have a uniqueness function, which 
permits the individual to distinguish him/herself from others within the social environment. 
In summary, Aiken and others (Erwin, 2001; Katz, 1960) have suggested that an individual's 
perceptions of the objects and events within his/her environment serve many functions. Each 
of these functions allows the individual to make sense of the world around him/her. 
Antonak and Livneh (1991) agreed with the multidimensional concept of perceptions, 
more specifically that an individual's ideas, thoughts, perceptions, beliefs, or opinions about 
an object are cognitive in nature. Thus, the measurement of individual ideas, thoughts, 
perceptions, beliefs, or opinions requires the individual to make a cognitive response to the 
referent object. Second, perceptions have an affective component that is associated with the 
feelings or emotional underpinnings of the perception. Each of the previously mentioned 
theorists/researchers would agree that perceptions evoke some kind of emotional response. 
Finally, perceptions have a behavioral component. The behavioral component is apparent in 
the instrumental act performed by the individual toward the object. 
Perceptions are learned through an individual's experiences and interactions with 
others (Antonak & Livneh, 1991). Because not every experience and/or interaction is 
identical or even similar, individuals may, and will in many cases, display differing degrees 
of intensity in their initial perceptions of different objects. Individuals' perceptions are 
discerned through their behaviors when encountering the object. 
Antonak and Livneh (1991) argued that an individual's initial perceptions of an object 
are important in developing his/her beliefs, opinions, and values. Initial perceptions lead the 
individual to form his/her beliefs regarding the object. An individual's beliefs indicate the 
probability that the referent object possesses a specific characteristic or quality associated 
with his/her initial perceptions regarding the object. A belief regarding a particular object 
leads to the eventual formation of specific behaviors and reactions toward that object. 
Like Antonak and Livneh, Brophy (1985) also stressed the importance of an 
individual's initial perceptions of a referent object. Brophy suggested that over a period of 
time an individual's raw or initial perceptions become organized into a set of beliefs and 
expectations toward the referent object. Brophy's conceptualization of beliefs varies 
somewhat from that of Atonak and Livneh in that Brophy defined beliefs as an individual's 
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statements about facts or relationships that s/he perceives as being true. Thus, Brophy adds a 
verbal component to an individual's beliefs. 
Brophy's (1985) conceptualization of perceptions is similar to that of the theorists 
discussed thus far. Brophy maintained, as did the others, that perceptions are evaluative 
judgments an individual makes about an object. These evaluations can be either positive or 
negative and may vary in intensity. Expectations are the inferences an individual makes 
regarding future occurrences related to the object and are therefore related to the possible 
outcomes that may result from the behaviors or events. 
Ajzen (2001) and Schuman (1995) defined a perception as a favorable or unfavorable 
evaluation of an object or situation. Geertz (1973) noted that attitudes, perceptions, 
perspectives, stances, or frames of reference are frequently used interchangeably. He 
maintained that each of these concepts refers to an individual's orientation toward anything 
in his/her social environment. Katz (1960) defined perceptions as the individual's 
predisposition to evaluate an object or situation in a favorable or unfavorable manner. 
Regardless of the theorist's or researcher's word choice or definition of perceptions, most 
would undoubtedly agree with Schuman's (1995) and Erwin's (2001) assertion that 
individual perceptions regarding an object or situation are complex. 
One would have a difficult time arguing that individual perceptions do not play a 
crucial role in an individual's daily life. Perceptions allow the individual to interpret his/her 
surroundings, guide his/her behavior, and organize his/her life into a meaningful entity. If 
individuals were void of perceptions, society would function in a much less orderly manner. 
Thomas and Znaniecki were among the first to bring attention to perceptions and their 
importance in an individual's life. At the turn of the century, Thomas and Znaniecki (1918) 
16 
viewed perceptions as being the driving force behind what an individual does, sees, hears, 
and thinks. Allport (1954) elaborated on this by defining perceptions as a learned 
predisposition to think, feel, and behave in a certain manner toward an object or situation. 
Rokeach (1968) argued that by the time an individual has reached adulthood, s/he has 
developed "tens, possibly thousands of beliefs concerning what is or is not true and beautiful 
and good about the physical and social world in which we live" (p. 1). Erwin (2001) added 
that perceptions are acquired in numerous ways. He posited that perceptions may be 
acquired through informational influences such as personal communication, the mass media, 
direct experience, mere exposure, actual contact; classical conditioning, such as subliminal 
conditioning; instrumental conditioning through rewards; observational learning; social 
comparison; and heredity. To provide a sense of order to one's life these perceptions must be 
organized within the individual's mind (Rokeach, 1968). 
In a review of perception and attitude research, Schwarz (2000) summarized the 
growing body of research in the area that suggests that many perceptual evaluations are made 
almost instantaneously upon encountering the object or situation. "Preconscious 
evaluations" allow the individual to unconsciously create behavioral readiness within a 
matter of seconds to approach or avoid an object or situation based on the perception(s) one 
has of the object or situation. Preconscious evaluations are the means by which an individual 
is able to self-regulate his/her behavior and are frequently based on previous experience. 
Thus, they may influence an individual's judgment and behavior toward that object or 
situation. Previous exposure to an object or situation increases the likelihood of processing 
the stimulus based on memories associated with the object or situation, which can also 
impact an individual's behavior toward an object or situation. 
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Throughout the lifespan individuals develop many perceptions of the world and 
individuals around them. It would seem that researchers refer to perceptions by many names: 
attitudes, beliefs, and opinions. For the purpose of this research, a "perception" has been 
defined as an individual's psychological evaluations of an object (an individual, object, or 
situation), which are indicative of his/her future behaviors toward the object. An individual's 
beliefs regarding the object impact his/her initial perceptions of the object. In addition, there 
are numerous motivations associated with the individual's perception of the object; however, 
the motivational issue was not of primary concern in this research. Perceptions are complex 
and multidimensional structures and the strength of the perception varies from one individual 
to the next. Furthermore, an individual's perceptions are manifested through his/her 
behaviors when s/he encounters the referent object. 
There are theorists who would disagree with this definition of perceptions. One must 
acknowledge that there are differing definitions of perceptions; while some view perceptions, 
attitudes, and beliefs as interchangeable constructs, others view them as existing in a 
hierarchy in which one influences the next. For example, Katz (1960) deviated from the 
previous conceptions of perceptions and attitudes when he reported that there have 
traditionally been two fundamental approaches to the study of perceptions [attitudes] in the 
past. The first approach is predicated on the notion that people have a limited capacity to 
discriminate, reason, and reflect on objects within his/her environment. Emotional forces, 
self-interest, and an individual's vanity take preference over any other force. Thus, an 
individual's perception [attitude] of an object is rather superficial and based on personal 
preferences rather than on the reasons associated with the perception. The second approach 
is predicated on the notion that an individual is a more rational being. S/he has a need to 
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understand and make sense of the world in which s/he lives. Furthermore, an individual is 
capable of self-criticism and self-insight and relies heavily upon these to gain and understand 
information related to those around him/her. Hence, the individual is capable of and strives 
to understand his/her perceptions [attitudes] toward the object. 
While these two approaches have been fundamental in the study of perceptions 
[attitudes], Katz (1960) claimed that neither of the two approaches adequately specifies the 
conditions under which individuals act, for every individual acts in both manners. Katz 
proposed a more functional approach to defining and studying perceptions [attitudes]. Katz's 
functional approach focused attention on the motivation of perceptions [attitudes] and the 
processes of perceptual [attitude] change. More specifically, perceptions [attitudes] are 
related to the needs they serve. 
Fazio (1986, 1990) maintained that attitudes significantly impact our initial 
perceptions of an object. Attitudes are an individual's association in memory between an 
individual, object, or situation and the evaluation s/he develops in reference to the referent 
object. Thus, Fazio would argue that an individual's attitude toward an object, such as 
students with disabilities, can and will impact the perceptions an individual develops when 
s/he encounters the object. More specifically, an individual's evaluation toward the object is 
biased by his/her personal values. Fazio differs from many other theorists in that he 
maintained that attitudes are a precursor to the development of perceptions whereas many of 
the previously mentioned theorists have argued that perceptions are a precursor to attitudes. 
Regardless of which comes first, attitudes or perceptions, it is apparent that both are 
processes involved in the evaluation of objects within the social environment. 
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Theoretical Foundation of Perceptions 
Theory helps us understand how perceptions are formed and ultimately changed; 
therefore, it is important to consider theories related to the formation of perceptions as we 
seek to understand teachers' perceptions of children and more specifically children with 
disabilities. If society and more specifically educators are to more fully understand how 
preservice teachers and practicing classroom teachers develop their perceptions of students 
with disabilities, it is imperative that society and educators' understanding be based on the 
theoretical foundation of perceptions within individuals. Thus, this literature review focuses 
on not only the existing research in the area of preservice teacher perceptions of individuals 
with disabilities, but the formation of perceptions in general. The following synthesis of 
sociological theory presents the theoretical framework upon which this study was based. 
There are various theories that address how individuals develop perceptions of the 
world around them. One of these is the structural functionalist perspective. Structural 
functionalists argue that institutions and structures exist in society as a whole. The second of 
these perspectives, symbolic interactionism, studies individuals and their interactions within 
society. The third perspective, conflict theory, addresses individuals and groups and the 
conflict that naturally arises through human interaction. The researcher chose to focus this 
research on these sociological perspectives because they represent central theoretical 
perspectives of how individuals develop perceptions of others within society. 
Structural Furtctionalism 
Structural functionalists view society in much the same way as scientists view the 
human organism. Like the human organism, society is a set of interrelated parts that remain 
relatively stable. Each of the interrelated parts operates in much the same way as the various 
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organs of the human body. Ultimately, each component of the social structure has functional 
consequences for the operation of society as an entity. No one part of the social structure can 
exist, operate, or be understood in isolation from the whole. Furthermore, a change in one 
part will affect each of the other parts and ultimately affect how the entity performs (Parsons, 
1961; Smith, 1973). 
Society is the integration of various social collectivities (i.e., legal systems, religious 
systems, political systems, educational systems, economic systems, family systems), each of 
which has very specific purposes and needs. Each individual has a role within the larger 
social system. It is the actions of individuals, based on these roles within collectivities, 
which allow social systems to survive and develop. If the needs of the collectivity are being 
met, it is because the social structure is meeting these needs. Thus, functional structures 
allow society to function as an entity rather than individual collectivities. 
A central value system exists within society, which imposes common values on all its 
members. Examples of common value systems are equality of opportunity for all, Christian 
moral values, and democracy. Value systems produce order and stability within a social 
institution, which are a prerequisite for the effective functioning of any society. As various 
collectivities are integrated, each contributes to the whole, which allows social structures to 
remain relatively stable. When individuals become a part of the collectivity, they assume 
certain obligations of performance that are required and expected of all members. These 
obligations imply certain rights and responsibilities within the collectivity. Individual 
obligations are universal concepts that are not specific to a situation or function, but rather 
apply to all situations or functions within the social system (Haas, 1964; Parsons, 1961; 
Smith, 1973). 
Providing a public education to all students has been a common American value for 
years. Each individual within the school institution has certain obligations associated with 
his/her role; these obligations are essential for the smooth functioning of the institution. 
Among the principal's obligations are providing guidance to his/her teachers, students, and 
staff. Like principals, teachers also have multiple obligations associated with their role in the 
institution. For example, teachers are expected to provide a safe learning environment and 
provide a quality education for each of their students. Similarly, students have multiple 
obligations in the school institution to ensure the smooth functioning of the system. Students 
are expected to attend school, be attentive learners, and behave in an expected manner. 
When all of these individuals perform their expected obligations, the school institution will 
run smoothly. As anyone in the school institution knows, when one of these components is 
not performing in the expected way, each of the other components is affected. 
The relatively rare occurrence of conflict within any social structure is due to 
society's coordination of individual behaviors. Society coordinates individual behavior 
through normative expectations or socially acceptable norms of behavior. The existence of 
social norms dictates how individuals or institutions can go about reaching the transpersonal 
ends of the collectivity. Transpersonal ends are best described as those experiences of 
greater personal wholeness, or experiences which lie outside the body. In other words, 
individual or institutional behavior is dictated by those social norms that promote behavior, 
which ultimately focuses on the needs and goals of the collectivity rather than the individual. 
The importance of transpersonal ends in society can be observed when an individual behaves 
in a manner that is consistent with the goals of the group while the behavior may go against 
the individual's own personal goals. Therefore, within every social institution there are 
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institutionally acceptable means of reaching goals, purposes, and interests. In some cases, 
the value of a specific goal may be stressed with very little concern to the acceptable means 
of attaining the goal. This implies that individuals choose behavior from various alternatives, 
which were previously defined by the social system as acceptable modes of achieving the 
goal (Merton, 1936). Haas (1964) emphasized the importance of acceptable means of 
achieving a goal when he stated, "the functional approach emphasizes the common index of 
need" (p. 7) or the common needs that exist within all individuals This statement emphasizes 
the importance of an individual considering the common needs of the group rather than just 
his/her own needs. 
Individuals are purposive beings in that an individual's actions are the result of 
intended and anticipated outcomes associated with his/her roles and obligations within the 
institution. The intended and anticipated outcomes associated with an individual's behavior 
are always preferable to him/her even though they may be viewed as negative or undesirable 
to an outside observer. Hence, purposive action is defined as any action that involves an 
individual's motives for the action and ultimately the choice between the available 
alternatives. The individual may not necessarily be aware of the behavior, as in habitual 
behavior, nor does an individual always choose the most adequate alternative to successfully 
achieving the desired end. Regardless of the appropriateness or lack of appropriateness of an 
individual's behavior, the individual has some control over his/her own behavior within the 
context of the social situation (Haas, 1964; Merton, 1936). 
Students with learning and behavioral problems provide just one example of the 
purposive nature of individual action. It is not uncommon to see a student display behavior 
that appears to be inappropriate when asked to participate in a specific task. While the 
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behavior may appear to be negative or undesirable behavior to the observer, the student 
frequently has a reason for performing the behavior. If the student does not understand or 
know how to do the task, the student may attempt to avoid the task by altering his/her 
behavior. While the observer may argue that the behavior is not accomplishing anything, the 
student may perceive his/her behavior as an acceptable means of avoidance. Furthermore, it 
is not uncommon to see a student engaged in an argument with his/her teacher. While an 
observer may view this behavior as a deviation from the norm, the student may be engaging 
in such behavior as a means of gaining some power within the learning environment. 
Consequently, while the observer may not view the behavior as achieving a specific 
outcome, the student views his/her behavior as having a purpose. 
Four assumptions are common to the structural functional perspective (Merton, 
1936). The four assumptions are: 1) society is a system of integrated parts or institutions, 2) 
social systems tend to be stable, 3) survival of a society is dependent on individual members 
sharing common beliefs, norms, and values, 4) social integration is the product of group 
consensus. Each of these four assumptions will be described in detail. 
Society is a System of Integrated Parts or Institutions 
First, as previously stated, society is assumed to be a system of integrated parts or 
institutions. Individuals behave in a manner that is consistent with the expectations of the 
most powerful within each institution. Each individual has an ascribed and/or an achieved 
status. The ascribed status is determined by birth or biological heredity. For example, an 
individual is male or female, a student or an adult, rich or poor, or disabled or not disabled. 
On the other hand, achieved statuses are the direct result of an individual's personal actions. 
An individual's perceived ability due to effort and hard work are statuses achieved by the 
individual. Individuals within an institution frequently label others as successful if they have 
worked their way up the economic ladder by hard work. Similarly, an individual may be 
labeled as a bum if s/he is homeless due to a lack of hard work. Regardless of the 
individual's ascribed and/or achieved status, s/he conforms to uniform modes of behavior set 
by the institution (Durkheim 1982; Foucault, 1994; Merton, 1972; Parsons, 1990). 
As previously discussed, each individual within a collectivity, whether the collectivity 
is the family, educational system, religious institution, or some other collectivity, has a 
specific obligation to perform, which allows the collectivity to function smoothly. Within 
the family structure, a man has duties associated with being a father, husband, brother, 
employee, and citizen. Each of these roles elicits a set of obligations that the individual is 
expected to fulfill. Obligations are external to the individual and his/her actions, as laws and 
customs have previously defined these obligatory actions. The social structure socializes 
individuals, from the day they are born until the day they die, as to what obligations they are 
to fulfill based on their ascribed and achieved status (Durkheim, 1982; Parsons, 1961). 
An individual may or may not conform to the norms of the group. Conformity is 
perceived in a positive light. Hence, individuals are generally recognized and rewarded for 
living up the social expectations of others. Those who do not conform to the normative 
expectations of the group are perceived in a more negative manner. The results of 
nonconformity may be that others may withdraw their offers to help, have negative reactions, 
bar the attainment of goals, ruin the individual's reputation, hate the individual, and/or seek 
to inflict physical or emotional harm on the individual (Durkheim, 1982, Parsons, 1961). 
Students with disabilities frequently deviate from the normative expectations of 
society. This may be the result of choice or the inability to live up to the normative 
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expectations. Many researchers have reported on the differential treatment and expectations 
of general education teachers toward students with disabilities. Stewart (1983) argued that 
many teachers have lower expectations for students with disabilities than they do for their 
general education students. Downing, Simpson, and Smith (1990) concluded that general 
education teachers frequently reject their students with disabilities. Aloia (1983) found 
variations in teachers' responses to the behavior of students with disabilities. Variations 
existed in the amount of criticism students received, the number of teacher rebukes, and the 
grades received for identical work. Furthermore, Aloia's data indicated that teachers were 
more likely to subject students with disabilities to corporal punishment. Cook (2001) and 
Cook and Semmel (1999) found that teachers' tolerance of nonconformity is limited. If a 
student lies outside of the teacher's zone of tolerance, the student is likely to be subjected to 
perceptions of indifference and/or rejection. 
Society has forms of social stratification that result from an individual's conformity 
or nonconformity to the norms. Social stratification is defined as the differential ranking of 
individuals within a social system. Some individuals are perceived as being superior while 
others are perceived as inferior. This social evaluation of individuals is crucial to the 
functioning of the social system. Each system of social stratification is based on the 
normative standards of the institution, which are to some degree shared by the different 
individuals within the system. The differentiation of individuals and roles (superior and 
inferior status) results in a differentiation of approved and expected goals of individuals 
within that institution (Parsons, 1940). 
In addition, members of social institutions sanction their individual members as a 
process of means and ends. In other words, human action is the direct result of the means 
26 
used to achieve a specific end state. The function of each institution is to keep the means and 
ends of human behavior in conformity with the values of the institution. When an individual 
fails to conform to the accepted or allowed behavior, s/he is subject to the sanctions or 
consequences associated with the nonconformity (Parsons, 1990). 
Social Systems Tend to be Stable 
The second assumption within structural functionalism is that social systems tend to 
be relatively stable. Any change within the system is usually gradual. As stated earlier, the 
goal of any social system is to achieve a level of equilibrium. The concept of social 
institutions as open systems or systems that are in a state of interchange with other systems 
(cultural and personality systems and behavioral subsystems) and the physical environment, 
each of which is itself an open system, implies the existence of boundaries and the 
maintenance of these boundaries. Boundaries simply imply that there are significant 
differences between systems and the processes internal to the system. External processes 
tend to be maintained. Every social system has needs. In order to survive and prosper, each 
social system or subsystem has four functional needs or means of meeting the needs of the 
system: pattern maintenance, goal attainment, goal plurality, and integration (Parsons, 1961). 
The function or means of pattern maintenance refers to the obligation to maintain the 
stability of patterns of the institutional culture, which define the structure of the social 
system. From an individual perspective, pattern maintenance refers to the individual's 
motivation or commitment to conform to the norms and values of the institution. Merton 
(1957) argues that conformity must be rewarded. Incentives for adhering to obligations must 
be provided for every position within an institution. If individuals are not rewarded or given 
incentives for adhering to cultural norms, they will tend to deviate from the norm, thus 
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resulting in nonconforming behavior. At the cultural level, this refers to the maintenance of 
institutionalized values. While internalized values are subject to different types of strain 
within daily activities, social systems tend to maintain their structural patterns. Once again, 
individuals within the institution are rewarded for conformity (Merton, 1957; Parsons, 1990). 
Educational research regarding students with disabilities can be used to provide a 
contextual example of the rewarding of individual behavior within the educational institution. 
Cook (2001) argued that general education teachers' perceptions of students with special 
needs included in the general education classroom predict the educational opportunities 
afforded these students. While teachers may "give up" on many of their students with visible 
disabilities, students who do not deviate from the norm or do not have visible disabilities are 
generally more accepted than are students with visible disabilities. Furthermore, throughout 
history students who deviate from the norm have been assigned to special education 
classrooms. Many times students were assigned to special education classrooms due to 
cultural differences, behavioral differences, and learning differences. Thus, many students 
without disabilities have unnecessarily been assigned to special education (Winzer, 1993). 
Every system has specific purposes; thus, the goals of the system must be defined. 
The means for achieving the goals (the function of goal attainment) must be specified within 
each system. The individual has a role to play in helping the system achieve the goal(s). 
Unlike pattern maintenance, goal attainment refers to specific situations. Occasionally a 
discrepancy will occur between the system's needs and its environmental conditions. As a 
means of attaining a specific goal, the system strives to reduce the discrepancy that appears 
between the needs of the system and the environmental conditions that may stand in the way 
of goal attainment. Consequently, the system prioritizes its goals, which are defined in terms 
of attaining equilibrium. The motivation then becomes one of an individual contributing to 
the functioning of the system or the fulfillment of goal attainment. Interestingly, American 
society tends to place great emphasis on the successful attainment of goals rather than on the 
means used to achieve the goal. Americans typically believe that everyone should strive for 
the same goals because everyone is capable of achieving the same goals. If, and when, an 
individual or institution fails to attain a goal, it is assumed to be due to a lack of sufficient 
ambition rather than barriers imposed by society (Parsons, 1961). 
Unfortunately, anyone who has worked in an American public school knows there are 
some general education teachers who will not make academic modifications and/or 
accommodations for included students with disabilities. It is not uncommon to hear a teacher 
say, "It is not fair to the other students for me to make modifications or accommodations for 
one student." Additionally, one may hear, "It is not because s/he does not know how to do 
the work; s/he chooses not to do the work. I know s/he is perfectly capable of completing the 
task." In these situations, the student may have other students do his/her work, copy the 
work of others, have his/her parent(s) do the work, or rely on any other methods that helps 
him/her achieve the task. This supports structural functionalist's view that American society 
tends to place more emphasis on achieving the goal rather than on the means used to achieve 
the goal. 
Systems do not exist in a vacuum; they exist in an environment. Every system has a 
limited amount of resources from which it can draw. When goal plurality occurs, a system 
must frequently adapt to the situation. This frequently involves a group sacrificing one of its 
goals so that the resources allocated to the attainment of that goal can be realigned to help 
achieve the attainment of another goal. This results in the loss of benefits associated with the 
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sacrificed goal. Thus, flexibility of social systems is imperative to the smooth functioning of 
the system (Parsons, 1961). 
The final functional imperative is that of integration. Within all social systems, there 
are differentiated and segmented independent subsystems. As individuals within a system 
interact, strain and tension may arise. A means of managing and diffusing these tensions and 
strains must be ensured. Integration involves the mutual adjustment of each subsystem's 
contributions to the functioning of the system as a whole. Put more simply, integration is the 
means by which social relationships and interrelationships between subsystems are regulated. 
This may occur through formal or informal sanctions and discipline (Parsons, 1961). 
Survival of a Society is Dependent on Individual Members Sharing Common Beliefs, 
Norms, and Values 
The third assumption of structural factionalism is that survival of a society is 
dependent on the sharing of common beliefs, norms, and values by members of the 
institution. The socialization process imposes on the individual ways of seeing, thinking, and 
behaving that the individual may or may not have arrived at on his/her own. The social 
environment and the individuals in it shape the individual into a model, law-abiding citizen. 
Thus, it appears that behavior and thinking are external to an individual. When an individual 
conforms on the basis of his/her own free will, s/he does not feel the coercive powers of the 
powerful elite. However, when an individual participates in nonconforming behavior, 
society exerts its control over the individual by means of institutionalized beliefs, norms, and 
values. If the individual continues to rely on nonconforming behavior, s/he will pay the 
consequences for this noncompliance. Consequences may include public humiliation, 
ridicule, or other socially imposed sanctions. This undoubtedly results in the ruin of the 
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individual. What frequently occurs is an individual being viewed as an outsider with regard 
to the social institution (Durkheim, 1982; Merton, 1972). 
One might argue that educational research on the inclusion of students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom supports the notion that the socialization 
process of preservice teachers in American colleges and universities has a significant impact 
on future teachers' perceptions of the inclusion process. While American colleges and 
universities are doing a better job of preparing preservice teachers to work with diverse 
groups of students, beginning teachers are still entering their classrooms with socialized 
views of the educational setting. Marlowe and Maycock (2001) argued, "many teachers have 
not accepted responsibility for students at risk of school failure because of disabilities" (p. 
81). They noted that the lack of responsibility may be due to the fact that many teacher 
education programs focus primarily on legislation and characteristics of students with 
disabilities. By not directly addressing perceptions of students with disabilities, the focus of 
teacher education programs tends to perpetuate stereotypical beliefs and perceptions 
associated with disability. Renzaglia et al. (1997) had a similar view of the socialization of 
preservice teachers. They maintained that the use of school experiences alone is a poor 
socializing agent for future teachers and will continue to perpetuate stereotypic beliefs and 
perceptions of students with disabilities. 
Social Integration is the Product of Group Consensus 
The final assumption of structural functionalism is that social integration is produced 
by the consensus of most members of the society on its cultural norms and values. By 
definition, culturally defined goals, purposes, and interests are the norms that have been 
integrated into the institution. Eventually, these form the basis of aspiration for individuals. 
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They become the goals that members of the institution strive to attain. This, by and of itself, 
implies that culturally defined goals, purposes, and interests are held to be important by the 
majority of those in the cultural institution. Cultural norms and values dictate the means 
individuals may use to attain these goals. Once again, this implies that most members of the 
institution agree upon the previously determined cultural norms and values (Merton, 1957). 
When the majority of the institution's members agrees with and abides by the cultural 
norms and values of the institution there is equilibrium. However, when a breakdown occurs 
between the institutionally agreed upon norms and values and the organized set of social 
relationships to which each person belongs, anomie can and frequently does occur. An 
example of anomie occurring within an institution would be if a certain group of individuals 
has a difficult or impossible time abiding by the norms and values set by the institution. 
Anomie can surface as a state of confusion, uneasiness, a sense of separation from other 
group members, or deterioration or disintegration of the institution's value system (Merton, 
1957). 
The structural functionalist perspective emphasizes the order and stability of a social 
system. Society would not and could not survive unless its members shared common values 
and perceptions. Due to the sharing of common values and perceptions, various collectivities 
within the social system become integrated, thus contributing to the whole and ultimately 
maintaining stability within the social system. Furthermore, social integration is due to the 
consensus of most of the members of the society on the majority of the cultural norms and 
values. If there were not consensus on cultural values and norms, society would fall apart. 
Within these perspectives, institutions like the family, education, and religion are analyzed 
based on how they meet the needs of society as well as the role they play in maintaining 
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stability within the social system (Durkheim, 1982; Merton, 1936, 1957, 1972; Parsons, 
1961, 1990; Smith, 1973). 
Limitations of Structural Functionalism 
Structural functionalists would argue that this perspective is the only perspective that 
truly explains how individuals within a social system come to perceive their surroundings 
and other individuals within the social system. However, there are some limitations to the 
perspective. For example, structural functionalists tend to downplay sources of inequality. 
Every individual within an institution is assumed to have the same opportunity for achieving 
the desired end state. However, in reality, not every individual within an institution has the 
same opportunity for successfully achieving cultural goals. Students and adults living in 
poverty are not likely to have the same opportunities as those individuals who have had 
sufficient means to feed and clothe themselves, and to experience the world around them. 
Perhaps a more obvious example of the inequality that exists in the world is the life 
experiences of individuals with physical or mental disabilities. One could argue that that 
these individuals start out on the bottom rung of the social ladder. In other words, 
individuals with disabilities must continually prove to the members of society that they are as 
adequate at performing many tasks as someone who does not have a disability. Continually 
experiencing failure to meet the cultural and/or social norms and values determined by the 
powerful elite, these individuals rarely experience the success encountered by others within 
the institutional culture. 
In another criticism of the structural functional perspective, one could argue that not 
every element or subsystem within a society is interconnected. There are many different 
subsystems within the social structure. The homeless and disabled seem to serve little 
purpose to the functioning of the social system as a whole. Frequently these subsystems are 
viewed as separate entities that have very little connection to society as a whole. This 
becomes obvious when one carefully analyzes the interactions between these subsystems and 
the rest of society. Historically we have confined individuals with disabilities to institutions 
or group homes in remote parts of the countryside. Not only is there little interaction with 
the rest of society, but we tend to build institutions that resemble prisons which serve as a 
means of cutting off the individual from the rest of society. The same appears to be true for 
the homeless. Society frequently drives the homeless into the worst parts of town. The 
homeless are regarded as individuals who have little or no worth to society. It appears that 
society is applying the old adage, "out of sight, out of mind." 
Structural functionalism fails to provide an adequate explanation for conflict or 
change. Instead, this perspective focuses on normative consensus. Furthermore, each of the 
interdependent parts of society is mutually compatible with one another. This does not 
explain why gang wars continue to plague American society. If the structural functionalist 
perspective were a true depiction of American society, one might argue that gang wars would 
not exist. Instead, gangs would work together for the good of the social structure. While 
there might be some degree of conflict, the overall purpose of the gang would be to support 
the norms and values of society. From this example alone, it does not appear that harmony 
can exist within any society. 
Finally, structural functionalism disregards immediate causes and motivations 
associated with an individual's behavior. Instead, a subsystem's entire purpose of existence 
is to contribute to the functioning of society as a whole. Subsystems identify the needs of 
society and determine how they can best satisfy these needs based on the cultural 
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expectations and acceptable means of satisfying these needs. This perspective does not 
explain why some individuals or subsystems are not motivated to adhere to the cultural 
values or norms or why there is so much crime and deviance in society. An alternative 
theoretical perspective, symbolic interactionism, seems to address some of these 
inconsistencies or criticisms. 
Symbolic Interactionism 
While the structural functionalist perspective focuses on society as a whole, and how 
individuals interact within the social system, symbolic interactionists focus on the individual 
and his/her face-to-face interactions with others. Emphasis is placed on the process of 
interaction and how individuals create and use language to communicate in a symbolic 
manner rather than the structure of interaction. In other words, symbolic interactionism 
considers individuals to be capable of creating the society in which they live, whereas 
structural functionalists consider individuals to be passive recipients of social norms and 
values. Based on the symbolic interactionist approach, the individual exists only in relation 
to others; thus, the individual's identity is socially constructed. The social self can exist only 
by assuming the roles of others. In other words, there is a sense of reciprocity among 
individuals as they interact with one another. There are many variations of symbolic 
interactionism; however, the majority of symbolic interactionists argue there are three core 
constructs associated with this perspective: meaning, thought, and language. 
Meaning 
Objects, which may seem to be identical for two individuals are in reality quite 
different. Each individual experiences the same individual(s), object(s), or event(s) from 
his/her own location in the spatio-temporal plane. Each individual experiences a different 
succession of events as perceived within his/her own spatio-temporal plane. Consequently, 
these mutually experienced events are differently qualified for each individual. This suggests 
that there are multiple symbolic universes. The meaning(s) one attaches to these 
individual(s), object(s), or event(s) arises out of the process of interaction between two or 
more individuals. Furthermore, individuals act toward other individuals, objects, or events 
based on the meaning(s) they have attached to them (Blumer, 1969; Goffman, 1959, 1961, 
1963,1983; Mead, 1932,1934). 
Meaning is central to the understanding of human behavior; however, meaning only 
exists within the interaction of social beings. Social interaction occurs when two or more 
individuals are in each other's response presence. If one considers his/her daily actions, one 
would agree that many of our daily actions are socially situated. In other words, most of our 
daily actions occur within the presence of and involve interaction with other individuals. The 
ultimate goal of each individual within the social interaction is to present him/herself as an 
adequate and acceptable member of the group (Blumer, 1969; Goffman, 1959, 1983). 
An individual derives meaning from social interactions. The individuals, objects, or 
events involved in the interaction have an innate meaning attached to them. Hence, the 
individual only need recognize the meaning that is already attached to the object to attach 
meaning to the interaction. Meaning, then, is the direct result of the process of each 
individual's actions. While the individuals participating in the social interaction may attach 
different meanings to these individuals, objects, or events, conflict does not necessarily 
occur. Individuals within the social interaction tend to develop a working consensus or 
mutual understanding of the situation (Blumer, 1969; Goffman, 1959). 
Sôder (1990) argued that based on the symbolic interactionism approach, disability is 
socially constructed. As some individuals interact with individuals with disabilities, they 
develop negative perceptions of these individuals. As a result, certain members of society 
devalue individuals with disabilities. Conversely, as some individuals interact with 
individuals with disabilities they develop a perception of empathy and sympathy toward 
these individuals. 
As individuals encounter others, they use an interpretive process to attach meaning to 
individuals, objects, and events within the interaction. First, the individual points out to 
him/herself those things within the interactional environment that have meaning. Thus, the 
individual is interacting and communicating with him/herself. The individual then selects, 
checks, suspends, regroups, and transforms these meanings based on the specific situation. 
Meaning of specific situations is thus created through the individual actively formulating, 
reconsidering, and revising the meaning previously attached to these objects (Blumer, 1969). 
As one encounters unfamiliar individuals, objects, and/or situations s/he attempts to 
make meaning of what s/he is encountering. For example, if one enters a self-contained 
special education classroom for students with behavioral or emotional disorders s/he may try 
to make meaning of the situation and individuals by comparing the classroom environment to 
the environment of the general education classroom. S/he may decide that there are many 
similarities between the two environments. S/he may also compare the individuals in the 
special education classroom to the individuals in the general education classroom. If s/he 
finds some similarities and some differences in the behavior of the two groups of individuals, 
s/he may suspend, regroup, or transform previous meaning based on this specific situation. 
His/her meaning may be revised based on the current situation. 
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Goffman (1959) likened social interaction to a meaningful dramaturgical 
performance. Individuals within the dramaturgical performance are, in a sense, actors and 
the interaction is viewed as a performance which is shaped by the audience (others within the 
social interaction). The individual actor's mood, emotion, cognition, bodily orientation, and 
muscular efforts are intrinsically involved in the interactional process. The actor's 
performance includes all of his/her movements and behaviors that influence the movements 
and behaviors of others involved in the process. The audience is those individuals who 
contribute in some way to the interaction. 
Each individual enters the interaction with preconceived ideas and perceptions 
associated with others involved in the interaction or performance. These preconceived ideas 
and perceptions are a result of categorical or individual identification, which has previously 
been determined by society and/or the individual. For example, if an individual enters into 
an interaction with a person who has a physical or mental disability, the individual frequently 
relies on his/her preconceived ideas/perceptions of similar people. If s/he has the 
preconceived idea or the perception that people with disabilities are less than human, s/he 
will most likely interact with the person based on that belief or perception. In contrast, if the 
same individual encounters a person who resembles someone who s/he has previously looked 
up to, the individual will treat this person in a much different manner (Goffman, 1959). 
Bos and Vaughn (2002) stressed the importance of the perceptions and beliefs 
individuals bring to the educational environment. Learners and teachers bring to school 
various beliefs and perceptions about learning and the world in which they live. These 
beliefs and perceptions have a tremendous impact on the learning environment as well as the 
interaction between teacher and learner. Aloia (1983) conducted research to determine if 
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teachers' beliefs and perceptions affected the way they treated various students. General 
education teachers were randomly assigned to either a control or experimental group and 
asked to read a description of a student who was to be assigned to their classroom; the 
description included the level of academic functioning, behavioral history, and peer 
relationships. Depending on the treatment condition, half of the teachers were told that the 
misbehaving student was a student with a disability who had been receiving special 
education services for the past two years in a self-contained classroom. The other half were 
given the same information excluding the information about special education services. 
Aloia asked the participants in each group to read a short scenario that described the 
student's misbehavior and then complete a questionnaire as to how they might. 
Aloia's (1983) data indicated that there were significant differences in three areas. 
First, teachers were more willing to use corporal punishment on the student who was 
identified as receiving special education services than on the student who had not been 
identified as receiving special education services. Second, teachers responded more 
negatively to the student identified as a student who had been receiving special education 
services. Finally, the student identified as having a disability was rated significantly lower in 
his/her chances for successful completion of the class than was the nonidentified student. 
Thus, it appears that general education teachers' perceptions, or the meaning they have 
regarding students identified as having a disability, may play a significant role in the 
academic and social success of the student. The results of Aloia's (1983) research reflect the 
importance of the meaning individuals bring to a social encounter. 
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Thought 
The second core concept of symbolic interactionism, thought, is critical to defining 
the social situation. Some interactional responses are marked by a spontaneous and direct 
response to the gestures and actions of others involved in the interaction. The individual 
does not have to waste time or energy in consciously defining the situation. Instead, the 
individual responds to the individual, object or event based on first impressions. First 
impressions are formed based on the individual's immediate reaction (like or dislike) to the 
individual, object, or event with little thought to determining why s/he has these feelings 
(Blumer, 1936). Undoubtedly, everyone has experienced the importance and significant 
impact of first impressions when encountering an individual, object, or situation. One can 
argue that every individual has, at some time in his/her life, immediately felt uncomfortable 
with an individual, object, or situation. Perhaps one has walked down the street, encountered 
an individual walking toward him/her, and had an immediate sense of dislike or danger 
associated with the individual. 
Individuals often try to control the first impressions others have of them. After all, it 
is in the best interest of the individual to present him/herself in a positive manner. Thus, the 
individual reflects on past situations and how s/he, as well as others, has behaved. It is 
through this reflective thinking process that an individual is able to assign meaning to a 
situation (Goffman, 1959). One might argue that all individuals try to present themselves in 
certain ways based on the circumstances of the interaction. An individual may attempt to 
portray him/herself as a hardworking, honest, and efficient individual when applying for a 
job. Similarly, the same individual may attempt to portray him/herself as an outgoing, 
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friendly individual when in a social situation such as a party. One would be hard-pressed to 
find any person who did not try to control the first impression he/she emits. 
When an individual enters into an interaction with others, s/he enters into an 
internalized conversation with the self. Thinking occurs when the individual becomes 
frustrated during the process of attaching meaning to the situation. Frustration results in the 
individual having to use processes other than the habitual processes one usually relies on 
during the initial meeting of individuals. As a result, the individual must use the thought 
process to rehearse various alternative forms of action. Throughout the thought process, the 
individual assesses the barriers or disruptions; retrieves relevant prior information, tactics, 
and strategies used in prior interactions with similar individuals, objects, or events; combines 
the aforementioned to arrive at an alternative solution; and then implements and adjusts 
his/her actions to resolve the conflict (Goffman, 1959, 1963; Mead, 1932, 1934) 
As previously discussed, individuals form meaning by taking on the role and 
perceptions of others involved in the interactional process. This implies an individual resorts 
to a form of self-criticism or self-reflection of his/her own behavior and its appropriateness to 
the social situation. What results is the individual's conformity to the acceptable behaviors 
associated with human interaction. This suggests that individuals possess the ability to think 
and reflect upon their conduct, perceptions, and values as they compare themselves to others. 
Thus, the individual's self-consciousness or ability to think introspectively and reflexively is 
vital to social interaction (Mead, 1934). 
Based on the symbolic interactionist approach, it appears that reflection is a vital step 
in the process of attaching meaning to an individual, object, or situation. Some researchers in 
the area of special education have recognized the importance of self-reflection in the study of 
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individuals with disabilities. Cook (1999) argued that peer acceptance of others is based on a 
recognition of similarity between self and others. Individuals are pressured to conform to the 
social norms of the group or be subjected to rejection or some other form of sanctioning. 
Consequently, students who deviate from the norm in learning, behavior, speech, or 
physical/mental functioning are forced to reflect on their own behavior as it compares to their 
nondisabled peers and conform to the group's expectations. Unfortunately, many students 
with disabilities are not able to conform to group expectations and are thus subjected to 
rejection or sanctioning. 
Language 
The third core concept of symbolic interactionism is that thinking is a precursor of 
language. Language can be defined as a system of symbols that allow individuals within a 
social institution to communicate with one another. Social acts are founded on the 
physiological adjustment of each individual to the different aspects of the act as they appear 
in others. These adjustments appear in the actions of each individual within the social act. 
This by no means implies that one individual can carry out a social act on his/her own, but 
rather that it is through the adjustment of the individuals involved in the act that social 
interaction occurs (Mead, 1932). 
What this implies is that social acts are affected by the gestures of each individual 
involved. It is through these gestures that the individual is able to take on the role of the 
other or to visualize his/her own performance through the other's point-of-view. Thus, the 
individual assumes the perceptions of others toward him/herself. Assuming the roles of 
others allows an individual to imitate the conduct, gestures and responses of the others 
involved in the social act. Or as Mead (1934) states, "We are calling out in the other person 
something we are calling out in ourselves, so that unconsciously we take over these 
perceptions. We are unconsciously putting ourselves in the place of others and acting as 
others act" (p. 68-69). 
The calling out in others what we are calling out in ourselves can be observed in the 
following example. A teacher will frequently ask a student to perform a specific act, such as 
completing an assignment or opening his/her book to a certain page. However, when it takes 
the student too long to perform the task, the teacher will frequently do it him/herself. The 
slowness of the student's response elicits a difficulty in restraining oneself from completing 
the task for the student. Thus, the teacher has aroused the same response in him/herself as 
s/he has sought to arouse in the student. The teacher may have sensed that the student was 
experiencing difficulty through the verbal or nonverbal gestures the student was displaying. 
Thus, the gestures involved in the act are an important component in understanding the 
attitudinal perspectives of others (Goffman, 1959, Mead, 1932). 
Through symbolic interaction with others, the individual internalizes the common 
perceptions of the social group. Thus, the social group controls the conduct of its individual 
members through this language component of the social process. A person is a member of 
the group because s/he conforms to the institutional norms of the society or group to which 
s/he belongs. S/he assumes the language, roles of all the others, and common responses to 
social acts as s/he is socialized into the group (Goffman, 1959,1961, 1963; Mead, 1932, 
1934). 
Language creates the structure and meaning of the world in which we live. A word or 
symbol can be used to describe anything. Thus, in any situation there exists an unlimited 
number of possible descriptions and explanations to describe an individual, object, or event. 
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Each description and explanation is of equal value; however, the meaning associated with 
words or symbols is gained through the way the words or symbols are used within the social 
interaction as well as the agreements, negotiations, and affirmations of others. Language has 
a rich and complex quality in that it is bound by relationships, which are bound within rituals 
and traditions. Language is the means by which we give social interaction new meanings 
which in turn influences our future interactions. Thus, change occurs through the process of 
generating new meaning for situations (Gergen, 1999). 
Traditions and rituals provide the individual with an effective and efficient means of 
understanding the social interaction in which s/he is involved. Unfortunately, traditions close 
the door to alternative means of interacting. However, individuals have a reflective 
component, which allows them to question certain premises, to suspend the traditional 
alternative, and to listen to alternative framings of an interaction. Thus, the individual is able 
to recognize the legitimacy associated with other traditions and rituals. Individuals are able 
to step out of one reality and ask significant questions regarding the reality of others. It is 
through this reflective action that individuals are able to reconstruct their understanding of a 
situation (Gergen, 1999). 
General education teachers may have conflicting feelings toward the inclusion of 
students with disabilities in their classroom. They may personally believe in the inclusion of 
all students; however, they may not publicly support inclusion in their school because 
students with disabilities have traditionally been educated in the special education classroom. 
Likewise, a teacher may question the traditional placement of students in the special 
education classroom. After reflecting on his/her personal views and the view of others, the 
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teacher may decide that s/he will support inclusion regardless of what the other group 
members believe. 
Language allows individuals to create their lives in a meaningful manner. While 
words and symbols are important, the way in which words and symbols are embedded within 
patterns of action, material conditions, and social institutions is more important. For 
example, words, gestures, bodily markings, and personal possessions assist individuals in 
defining themselves, the situation, and others within the situation. Social interaction is 
dependent on the definition given to individuals, objects, and events and how well these 
definitions match the objects to which they refer. In other words, we borrow the language of 
one situation and make it fit into the context of the present situation. Consequently, an 
individual's identity is precariously situated within the words, intonation, and gestures of the 
current situation and how individuals have previously defined the situation (Garfinkel, 1967; 
Gergen, 1999; Goffman, 1959, 1961, 1963). 
Melucci (1996) described individuals as being "trapped in a reality constructed by 
information - mostly, the particular kind of information that is constituted by images (p. 1)." 
Individual identity is not only created by information, but is also dependent on information. 
From the time we get dressed in the morning until we get in bed at night, we rely on the 
messages created and sent by society. These messages have become "processes of the mind" 
(p.2). For example, we rely on social messages to determine how we will dress in the 
morning, what we will eat for breakfast, what kind of car we will drive to work, and how we 
will manage our actions throughout the day. All of these social messages have been 
transmitted to us through the social elite and the media. The individual will frequently 
experience a sense of conflict as s/he strives on the one hand to conform to the messages and 
on the other hand to create new experiences for him/herself. 
Thus, it appears that the individual with a disability may be subjected to a multitude 
of cultural messages regarding his/her disability. In the past, the media have portrayed 
individuals with mental illness as extremely unstable and unpredictable. More recently, the 
media have portrayed individuals with disabilities as capable and successful individuals. 
One could argue that this has caused a sense of conflict in many people. They may ask, "I do 
not personally know anyone with a disability. What, then, am I to believe about individuals 
with disabilities?" What frequently occurs is a sense of ambivalence toward individuals with 
disabilities. 
In symbolic interaction theory, society is a symbolic universe that is comprised of 
gestures, actions, and words which allow an individual to express his/her needs. Thus, 
language is the expression of needs, which Melucci (1996) argues is the foundation of 
individual behavior. Each individual within society has needs. Language, therefore, serves 
the purpose of expression of needs. In addition, individual behavior is based on fulfilling 
these needs. An individual's capacity to express his/her needs in acceptable cultural terms is 
dependent on the symbolic nuance of the symbolic universe. Put simply, this means that the 
expression and fulfillment of needs are defined by society. No longer is a person simply 
thirsty, s/he is thirsty for a certain brand. When individuals get dressed in the morning, they 
do not simply put on whatever is in the closet; they dress according to socially acceptable 
definitions of dress. For example, no longer is it acceptable to wear clothing purchased at the 
local discount store; individuals must consider what the elite and/or media have symbolically 
transmitted as appropriate. Therefore, more and more individuals are wearing designer 
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clothing, which has been more acceptably defined as appropriate. This would suggest that 
individuals depend on society to tell them how and what to think about individuals with 
disabilities. 
Symbolic interactionists emphasize the process of interaction and how individuals 
create and use language to communicate symbolically. Within this perspective, individuals 
create the society in which they live. On the other hand, structural functionalists emphasize 
the structure of interaction. Structural functionalists argue that individuals are the passive 
recipients of social norms and values. While there are very obvious differences between the 
two perspectives, there is one very important similarity. Both structural functionalists and 
symbolic interactionists argue that society is maintained through consensus. 
Limitations of Symbolic Interactionism 
As with the structural functionalist approach, there are limitations associated with the 
symbolic interactionist approach. For example, symbolic interactionists place the majority of 
their emphasis on the "individual." There is little emphasis on social structures; structures 
are elaborate fictions that are created and sustained through individual interactions with 
others. A second limitation of symbolic interactionism is that there is little attempt to explain 
how social relationships force individuals to behave in ways that give them any free choice. 
More specifically, symbolic interactionists fail to account for the origins of power 
relationships; they instead make reference to the concept of power without discussing or 
developing a theory of power. A third limitation of the theory is its concentration on the 
minute and relatively trivial details of social existence, ignoring a society-wide analysis. 
Finally, symbolic interactionists do not adequately address social order or social change. 
One is left to wonder how and why societies change. 
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Conflict Theory 
Conflict theorists, on the other hand, argue that society is sustained through the 
struggle for dominance among competing individuals or social groups. In other words, 
society is sustained by the struggle for power and authority, coercion, and constraint of 
dominant individuals or groups over subordinate individuals or groups, each of which has 
different self-interests. It is through a constant state of conflict and discord that society 
evolves. 
A key premise of conflict theory is that individuals are conflict-prone beings. Society 
is comprised of groups or classes of individuals who compete for power and resources due to 
the unequal distribution of the power, authority, and resources that exist in all societies 
(Collins, 1975; Coser, 1956; Dahrendorf, 1959). Conflict is prevalent in social interaction 
because violent coercion is a potential resource from which individuals and/or groups can 
draw as they compete with one another. As anyone knows, coercion is an intrinsically 
unpleasant experience; thus, the ultimate result of coercion is frequently antagonistic 
attitudes toward the individual or group doing the coercing. Coercion is a very powerful 
resource as it can be used to achieve ends such as economic goods, emotional gratification, 
or social advantage (Collins, 1975). 
A second important premise of conflict theory is that an individual's ideals and 
beliefs are formed in terms of his/her self-interest. Collins (1975) argues that as an 
individual gives and takes orders, s/he develops specific outlooks and behaviors toward other 
individuals or situations. Moreover, each individual strives to maximize his/her status based 
on the resources available to him/her. This implies that an individual has the highest value 
for those things at which s/he excels and communicates these accomplishments to others. As 
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individuals interact with others, they seek out those which will give them the greatest status 
and avoid interactions with those which will result in lower status for them. Ultimately, the 
more an individual gives orders, the more proud and self-assured the individual becomes in 
his/her status within society (Collins, 1975). 
A third premise of conflict theory is that individuals and groups are formed on a 
system of stratification within society. The basis for stratification of individuals and groups 
within society is apparent in the previous two premises. As the first premise implies, 
individuals and groups compete for power and resources with unequal amounts of power and 
authority distributed among individuals and groups. As individuals or groups exert power 
and authority over others, feelings of antagonism form between the two. This ultimately 
results in individuals or groups forming beliefs and ideals based on their own self-interest(s). 
Power and authority provide individuals and groups with a sense of value and status among 
the various social groups (Collins, 1975). Stratification of these individuals and groups 
occurs as people and groups align themselves with others with similar self-interests. 
Stratification affects all aspects of an individual's life. Stratification can be found in 
the work place, politics, socioeconomic status, family, community, and an individual's 
lifestyle. As a consequence, stratification plays an important role in society. Stratification 
can thus be viewed as the hierarchical classification of individuals and groups within society. 
Collins (1975) suggested that the conflict paradigm allows us to better understand the 
fundamental reality of society because conflict is "the mechanism by which different sorts of 
associations influence the individual" (p. 55). 
There are several key characteristics of conflict theory which will be discussed in 
further detail. First, the relationship(s) between and within groups is tenuous. Because most 
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individuals are affiliated with multiple groups, there often exists conflict between the roles 
one is expected to play within the various groups. The confusion that results from the various 
expectations of multiple group affiliations may result in inner conflict based on incompatible 
loyalties and allegiances. Second, the stratification of individuals is based on an individual's 
occupation, class, status, and power. Like individuals, groups are also likely to be stratified 
based on many of these same characteristics. Third, power and authority can be found in 
almost every organization. The social forces applied by any individual or group with power 
and authority over another helps to constrain individuals' and groups' perceptions and 
behaviors (Asch, 1992). Finally, most human interactions involve communication between 
individuals and groups (Collins, 1975). As individuals or groups encounter others, they size 
up the situation based on prior social interactions and communication with those same others. 
Relationships Between and Within Groups 
Coser (1956) argued that society is an abstract concept comprised of encounters 
individuals have with one another. Each individual belongs to multiple groups, which may 
or may not be compatible with one another. The conflicting loyalties and allegiances 
associated with belonging to various groups can and frequently do result in conflict within 
the individual which is functionally significant to society. 
When individuals find themselves associated with multiple groups it is inevitable that 
the norms of the various groups will conflict with one another. For example, consider the 
contemporary woman. She may be associated with a professional group, a social group, and 
a familial group. It is not unusual for her to find that the norms of these various groups are 
not in accordance; thus, creating a dilemma, for the woman is put in the position of having to 
choose between the norms of her various group affiliations which may result in feelings of 
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resentment toward one or more of the groups (Sherif, 1953). Without a doubt, every 
individual has at some time or another had negative inclinations toward the norms of one or 
more of his/her group affiliations. 
There are many different types of groups to which a person belongs. Individuals 
generally belong to one of more of the following groups: family, social class, friendship, 
recreational, residential, religious, political, and occupational. Within each of these groups 
there exist power relationships which determine who will have power and authority over 
others within the group. This hierarchy of power relationships within and between groups 
frequently results in conflict. 
The intensity of conflict within and between groups varies from one situation to the 
next. Coser (1956) claimed that conflict is more intense in instances in which individuals 
have suppressed their hostile feelings. Likewise, individuals' fear of intense conflict may 
lead them to suppress their hostile feelings. When individuals' total personality are involved 
in their group affiliation, there exists a greater likelihood that nonrealistic expectations will 
enter into the conflict situation; once again causing individuals to suppress their hostile 
feelings. Thus, it is argued that the intensity of conflict is greater in those cases where 
individuals have suppressed hostile feelings. 
Conflict within a group is more intense when individuals are concerned with the 
group's continuance. Group members may display violent reactions to disloyalty because the 
disloyal individual may threaten the unity of the group. However, one must be careful not to 
assume that a disloyal individual always threatens the unity of the group, for there are cases 
where the other individuals within the group become a more unified entity. When a group 
becomes more unified due to disloyalty, the issues at stake become more apparent which may 
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result in increased participation and mobilization by other group members. In this case, 
conflict within the group serves as an integrating force. 
Frequent occasions for conflict do not necessarily result in frequent conflict. In fact, 
groups that allow occasional conflict to occur among members decrease the danger of 
breakdowns in consensual agreement. When conflict concerns goals, values, or interests that 
do not contradict with the basic principles of the group, conflict can be stabilizing. This is 
not necessarily the case in groups that are characterized by close relationships. When these 
types of groups are confronted with frequent occasions for conflict, members tend to 
suppress the conflict. When and if conflict does occur, the conflict tends to disrupt 
relationships due to the intensity of the conflict. 
Conflict between groups can help define the group's boundaries. Coser (1956) 
argued that conflict between groups helps define the group's structure and reaction to conflict 
within the group. Groups define their structure based on their expectations of individual 
behavior to between-group conflict. Once the group's structure has been defined, individual 
response to inner conflict is not a matter of choice. Furthermore, the definition of group 
structure determines the intensity of future conflict between groups. Group structure varies 
depending on the size and individual involvement of the group. 
For example, groups that are frequently engaged in conflict with other groups tend to 
be intolerant of conflict within the group and work diligently to maintain their ideology. 
These types of groups are generally very selective in the identification of group members and 
normally require the total involvement of the individual's personality. Thus, members are 
selected and allowed entrance into the group based on special characteristics. Groups of this 
type tend to be smaller in size due to their selective nature (Coser, 1956). Larger groups that 
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permit members to express dissent and engage in conflict draw power and unity from the 
flexible structure of the group. Furthermore, admittance to these types of groups is not based 
on possession of special characteristics. Groups of this sort tend to resist outside pressure 
due to the flexibility of the structure (Coser, 1956). 
Coser (1956) best summarizes how an individual's personal involvement in the group 
affects conflict: 
"Conflicts in which the participants feel that they are merely the representatives of 
collectivities and groups, fighting not for self but only for the ideals of the group they 
represent, are likely to be more radical and merciless than those that are fought for 
personal reasons. Elimination of the personal element tends to make conflict sharper, 
in the absence of modifying elements which personal factors would normally 
introduce" (p. 118). 
In summary, the tenuousness of conflict within and between groups serves a critical 
function within society. Conflict helps to structure society by assigning power and position 
to the various subgroups of society as well as defining power relationships within society. 
Subgroups differ in their tolerance of conflict. Some groups are more flexible in allowing 
group members to express dissent within the group while others are less tolerant of 
dissension among its members. Additionally, conflict can serve both positive and negative 
functions. Collins (1971) proposed that because an individual's identity is derived from 
his/her membership in a group and because a group's structure is critical to conflict between 
groups, the main focus of conflict theory is between groups rather than within groups. 
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Stratification 
Individuals are stratified into groups based on similar occupations, class (amount of 
wealth), status (prestige), and power. Stratification of individuals into groups is critical to 
the functioning of society because groups would not exist if relationships did not exist 
between individuals. Just as it is imperative that groups exist, it is imperative that groups 
function in relative harmony for the social system to work (Gerth & Mills, 1953). Hence, it 
appears that groups perform a necessary function within society. 
Groups can be regarded as structures of networks that apply controls over individuals 
so that tasks can be attempted and/or carried out. Because a critical component of society is 
to function in harmony even when groups are in conflict, it is important that individuals are 
selected and ejected from groups based on formal (i.e., gender, health, age, aptitude, 
profession) and informal (supplemental) rules. Once an individual has been granted 
entrance, the group alters the individual's external conduct by acknowledging membership in 
the group (Gerth & Mills, 1953). 
Carrier (1983) and Becker (1952) argued that status and stratification play an integral 
role in the classroom. Teachers' treatment of students is differentially based on students' 
association with various social classes. More specifically, teachers tend to favor white 
students over nonwhite students, middle-class students over lower-class students, females 
over males (elementary school), and quiet, industrious, well-mannered, and compliant 
students over hyperactive, apathetic, ill-mannered, noncompliant students. Students who are 
less preferred by teachers tend to lack certain attributes or values that the dominant social 
class deems important. Carrier (1983) argued that this is most likely the result of students 
from higher status families more frequently conforming to the standard patterns of conduct of 
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the dominant social group. Conflict often results as "teachers are more likely to be hostile 
toward lower-class students than toward those from the middle classes and are less likely to 
encourage the former group to achieve" (p. 962). 
Weinstein (2002) suggested that students, as young as first grade, know where they 
stand in the hierarchical order of the classroom. They know whether they have been labeled 
as smart or slow. They recognize that teachers prefer smarter students over slower students, 
which results in subcultures within the classroom. Furthermore, students will be open about 
the differential treatment afforded students in the various subcultures within the classroom. 
Once students become aware of a teacher's preferences, they become defensive and vigilant 
about the teacher's judgment toward them. 
Groups use a variety of tactics to control group members. One tactic of social control 
is surveillance. As individuals form groups, they are more vulnerable to surveillance by 
those who hold positions of power and authority within the group. When individuals are 
aware they are being scrutinized and judged by others, they are more likely to comply with 
the observable forms of behavior expected and demanded by the group. The rules are often 
times directly tied to the conventions formed by those individuals who hold higher status 
within the group. When individuals are observed not conforming to the expectations and/or 
rules of the group they are often times externally sanctioned for their noncompliance 
(Collins, 1975). 
Customs associated with group membership are another tactic used to control group 
members. Customs can be defined as patterns of conduct which rest upon familiar behaviors, 
celebrations, and norms associated with group membership. Individuals who do not conform 
to the group's customs are penalized for their lack of compliance (Gerth & Mills, 1953). 
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Mores, or the respectable ways of behaving, are a third means of social control within 
groups. Every group has its own mores or conventions. When individuals do not abide by 
the group's mores they encounter sanctions or disapproval. The sanctions associated with 
noncompliance to the mores of the group are impacted by community opinion, which often 
results in ostracism by the rest of the group (Gerth & Mills, 1953). 
Laws are a very powerful means of social control both within society and social 
subgroups. Laws can either be formal or informal; however, regardless of the nature of the 
law(s) they exert a very powerful influence on behavior. An example of how laws affect 
social subgroups might be a fraternal or service organization. Many of the formal and/or 
informal guidelines associated with these groups are intended to modify the behavior of their 
members (Gerth & Mills, 1953). For example, when a child joins his/her local 4-H group, 
s/he is expected to set goals and work towards achieving those goals. When an individual 
becomes a member of the Lions Club s/he is expected to participate and contribute to local 
service projects. While many individuals might not consider biker groups and gangs positive 
social groups, these groups also have rules and guidelines to which members are expected to 
adhere. Members of these groups are expected to uphold the rules and traditions of the 
group. Other requirements associated with membership in these groups may include 
attendance, dues, residence, and belief in a common cause. 
Rational conformity involves the exploitation of others based on one's own self 
interests. Rational conformity is based on the norms, duties, or obligations an individual is 
expected to adhere to based on his/her social group membership. When an individual does 
not adhere to the rational conformity of the group s/he runs the risk of damaging his/her own 
self interests (Gerth & Mills, 1953). 
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Ethical rules are standards of conduct or conventions that have some intrinsic value to 
the individual. These types of rules control an individual's decisions and conduct within the 
group. Ethical rules have a profound effect on an individual's behavior and the behavior of 
others toward the individual (Gerth & Mills, 1953). 
Finally, institutional controls are a powerful source of social control within social 
subgroups. Institutional controls are those patterns of behavior that are upheld by the heads 
of the various subgroups. Parents exert institutional control over children, teachers over 
students, and employers over employees. This type of control is so powerful that individuals 
who deviate from the expected behavior often expect to be sanctioned by those in control. 
As previously stated, individuals are stratified into various groups based on their 
occupations, class (amount of wealth), status (prestige), and power. Anyone who has spent 
much time in a classroom can identify instances of each of these types of control. From the 
time a child first enters school until s/he graduates, s/he is under constant surveillance by 
teachers and other school personnel. Schools, as well as classrooms, have a number of rules 
the child is expected to follow. There are certain classroom conventions and institutional 
controls that students are expected to follow. Some students with disabilities are unable to 
follow the classroom conventions and appear to be noncompliant. The perception of a child 
being noncompliant often results in him/her being viewed as a deviant. This in turn may 
result in the child being ostracized by the teacher, administration, school personnel, and 
his/her classmates. 
Individuals vary in their orientations to social control. Gerth and Mills (1953) have 
identified four classes of individual orientation to social control. There are individuals who 
cherish or affirm the norms of the group. These individuals subscribe to, internalize, and 
verbally affirm what they perceive to be acceptable behavior within the group. A second 
class of orientation to social control is individuals who are spurious conformists or 
opportunists. While these individuals give the outward appearance of conformance, they 
inwardly do not subscribe to the rules or expected behavior of the group. These are 
pretenders. Verbal subscribers are those individuals who verbally subscribe to the 
expectations of the group while their outward behavior deviates from expected behavior. 
These are the hypocrites of the group. Finally, there are the consistent deviationists. These 
individuals rebel both verbally and behaviorally from group expectations. 
Collins (1971) expounded on the importance of status and stratification related to 
education by stating that the primary activity of education is to educate students about the 
various status cultures within society. The importance of familiarizing students to status 
within society is further enforced by employers once students leave the educational sphere. 
Employers use educational attainment as a means of selecting those individuals who will be 
socialized into the dominant status culture. 
Power and Authority 
Covaleskie (date unknown) maintained that there are two types of power: sovereign 
power and disciplinary power. Individuals who possess sovereign power visibly have power 
over others. This type of power is exercised intermittently; however, when this type of 
power is exercised individuals are aware that it has been used, in what ways it has been used, 
and by whom it has been used. The second type of power is disciplinary power which is 
much more difficult to observe and understand. Individuals who possess disciplinary power 
are much less obvious in their use of power, for this type of power is more swift and gentle in 
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nature. Disciplinary power can best be defined as the surveillance of individuals by others 
within society. Thus, individuals are less able to resist or revolt against disciplinary power. 
Perhaps an explanation of the differences between the two types of powers will 
provide a clearer picture of the two forms of power. Sovereign power is exercised by visible 
agents (i.e., police, government officials, teachers, parents) while disciplinary power comes 
from everywhere in the form of a gaze or a subtle comment. Due the visibility of sovereign 
power, individuals are more likely to resist and revolt against those individuals or groups 
exerting the power. On the other hand, individuals are less apt to resist and revolt against 
disciplinary power due to its virtual invisibility. While sovereign power impacts only a small 
portion of an individual's life, disciplinary power affects almost every aspect of one's life, 
for individuals are under constant surveillance from others within society (Covaleskie, date 
unknown). Foucault (1994) referred to the power exerted on individuals to conform to social 
expectations as a type of mind-over-matter power. 
Foucault (1994) likened this view of society to Jeremy Bentham's panopticon. The 
panopticon is a form of power system which relies on the examination of institutional 
members. Only a few of the most powerful within the institution are privy to the actions of 
its individual members. Thus, it appears that the job of the most powerful within an 
institution is to supervise and examine the behavior of its individual members. When 
nonconformity is observed, the powerful elite are responsible for altering the behavior so it 
once again conforms to the acceptable behavior of the institution. Members are unaware that 
their every action is under surveillance or being altered by those holding power. Power can 
thus be viewed as an integral component of the integration of institutions within the social 
structure. Within a panopticon, those elites in a supervisory position are the only individuals 
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who possess the knowledge regarding whether the individual is conforming to society's 
rules. Based on this view of the powerful elite of society, institutions have and do control 
every aspect of an individual's existence. 
Disciplinary power is controlling in that it shapes individual behavior in a subtle but 
powerful manner. Once individual behavior has been shaped, the individual has no desire to 
revolt because the behavior has become internalized. Perhaps more important, while 
individuals may sense the presence of disciplinary power, they can not prove they have been 
disciplined, for disciplinary power is always present in their life. 
While power relationships are apparent in educational settings, the type of power may 
be questionable. It is important that one analyzes power and authority from two 
perspectives: students and teachers. Covaleskie (date unknown) argued that the type of 
power exerted by teachers over students is more sovereign than disciplinary in nature, for 
students are able to resist the exertion of power to which they are subjected. 
Ingersoll (1996) insisted that the primary purposes of education are social and 
institutional functions that prepare students for their future roles in society or more 
specifically, "the production of citizens and the reproduction of the social order" (p. 163). 
This entails socializing students to societal norms and behaviors and sorting students into the 
different roles which exist in society. While these are not part of the official school 
curriculum, they are implicit in the school's hidden curriculum. The hidden curriculum often 
affects students much more significantly than the official curriculum. 
From an educational perspective, discipline can be viewed as the exertion of power 
and authority over others. Discipline is an inherent prerequisite for the transmission of 
instruction; furthermore, discipline is also innate in the transmission of the social values of 
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society. Discipline, as it relates to the transmission of values, is concerned with whose and 
which set of values are to be transmitted to students. Ingersoll (1996) argued that deciding 
whose and which values are to be transmitted often involves conflict between competing 
codes of behavior which can include issues related to class, gender, and ethnicity. While 
teachers may have power and authority over disciplining students during the process of 
instruction and transmitting social values, they reportedly have the highest levels of power 
and authority over classroom instruction. The discipline of students frequently results in 
conflict within the school and classroom (Ingersoll, 1996). 
Ingersoll (1996) defines conflict between teachers and students as the level "to which 
students are alienated from, do not cooperate with, or actively disrupt the manner in which 
schools are operated" (p. 166). If we compare Ingersoll's definition of student - teacher 
conflict with Covaleskie's (date unknown) definitions of sovereign and disciplinary power, 
we find that the type of conflict occurring between students and teachers is in fact sovereign 
in nature. 
A teacher's position by its very nature puts him/her in a position of power and 
authority. Teachers have power to set rules, enforce rules, and punish students when they 
break these rules. Frequently, teachers impose social forces and regulations to help enforce 
the classroom rules (Williams, 1957). Ingersoll (1996) found that teachers who have the 
greatest power and authority over the socialization of students to social norms also have less 
conflict in their classrooms. Furthermore, teachers who have less power are less able to 
socialize their students to the social norms and frequently have less credibility than teachers 
with greater power and authority. 
Teachers' use of sovereign power in the classroom has significant effects on students. 
For example, Ashton (1985) and Brophy (1985) argued that teachers' specific behaviors, or 
use of power and authority, are directly related to their students' academic and social 
achievement. Teachers' verbal and nonverbal behavior provides students with a great deal of 
information regarding their expectations for specific students. Ryan, Connell, and Deci 
(1985) claimed that the increased use of power and authority in classrooms directly impacts 
students' self-determination and intrinsic motivation. Furthermore, the use of power and 
authority can affect the student's level of anxiety, which ultimately impacts the student's 
success and failure within the classroom setting. Eventually, when enough power and 
authority has been exerted over students, some will withdraw, others may protest against the 
rules imposed. When a student or many students begin to protest, conflict increases within 
the classroom. 
Students that are most likely to protest teacher authority and power are those students 
who have been labeled as having learning, behavioral, or emotional deficits (Cook, 2001). 
Cook (2001) found that students with disabilities who violate or rebel against a teacher's 
power and authority are most frequently rejected by their teachers. When this happens, 
students with disabilities rarely receive a quality education, for they fall outside the teacher's 
instructional tolerance. As Becker (1952) argued, "We must recognize that conflict, either 
actual or potential, is ever present in the teacher-pupil relationship, the teacher attempting to 
maintain her control against the student's efforts to break it" (p. 457). 
Teachers, like students, are also subjected to power and authority within the 
educational setting. Unlike students, the power exerted upon teachers is more disciplinary in 
nature, more subtle and difficult to see. School administrators, local school boards, and State 
Departments of Education are powerful and authoritative figures in the lives of today's 
teachers. The power exerted by these agents comes in many forms: mandates, 
recommendations, and procedures. When a teacher takes a job, s/he rarely has control over 
the official curriculum, the economic conditions of the district, the composition of the 
classroom, or the home lives of the students. Some of these factors are under the control of 
the administration, while others are not under anyone's control. 
One might argue that recent educational legislation (i.e., NCLB) provides the 
government with more sovereign power over the educational system, including classroom 
teachers. Districts, schools, and teachers must show that all students are proficient in the 
areas of reading, mathematics, and science by the 2013-2014 school year. This includes 
students with disabilities, English Language Learners, and migrant students. Unfortunately, 
many of these students will have difficulty reaching proficient levels at any time in their 
educational career. This will result in schools being identified as Schools in Need of 
Assistance and will undoubtedly have repercussions for those teachers who work with the 
most difficult to teach students. 
Power and authority play an integral role in the socialization of children. Collins 
(1975) stressed the importance of the power of adults over children when he stated, "adults 
have organized the pre-existing order against which the new arrivals have a very peripheral 
position" (p. 266). Accordingly, children are born into a society that has existing overt and 
covert behavioral expectations. As children grow they are socialized to the various 
expectations associated with their family's various group memberships (i.e., family, 
neighborhood, social class). Physical and mental coercion are the primary means by which 
children learn how to conform to social expectations. Children's self-image develops and 
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changes as they become aware of the expectations and/or appraisals adults have of them. 
When children do not meet these expectations they are faced with two results; their needs are 
left unmet or they experience anxiety or insecurity. The self-image a child builds during 
childhood may contain many negative elements that are so firmly ingrained in their identity 
that they may never outgrow them. While these self-images may produce much conflict, 
children often live up to these expectations (Gerth & Mills, 1953). This may result in 
children with behavioral and emotional disorders. 
Language and Communication 
Most interaction involves communication or the use of language between individuals 
and groups (Collins, 1975). As individuals or groups encounter one another, they size up the 
situation as well as those involved in the situation based on memories of prior social 
interactions and communication. Gerth and Mills (1953) stressed the importance of language 
as a mechanism of interpersonal conduct and the major source of knowledge regarding 
ourselves and others. In addition, an individual's role within society is the integration of one 
segment of his/her conduct with a segment of conduct of other individuals. This integration 
occurs via the negotiation of language (Gerth & Mills, 1953). 
All conversation is negotiation between the individuals involved in the exchange of 
language. Sustained conversation requires that at least two individuals participate in the 
conversation; however, either individual can veto any subject or form of communication at 
any time during the conversation by refusing to take part. Conversation involves negotiation 
on a number of levels for each participant has different resources for carrying out different 
kinds of negotiation. For example, some individuals are striving for power, some for 
material goods, and others for information (Gerth & Mills, 1953). 
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Stratification is both a cause and consequence of the fates individuals experience in 
their daily conversations. To fully understand how stratification results from conversation, 
one must first define the various forms of conversation. Practical talk takes two forms; work 
talk and shop talk. Work talk occurs when individuals are carrying out a task, gaining 
compliance, material goods, or information from others. Shop talk involves the conveyance 
of authority. Cultural differences among occupational strata are based on giving and taking 
orders as well as the giving of advice, which creates relationships of dependency among 
individuals (Collins, 1975). 
Ideological or legitimizing talk generally occurs around the concepts of politics and 
religion and involves ideological rituals. This form of conversation draws upon the implicit 
threat from outsiders and the emotional security of group members. As these conversations 
typically draw on the emotions of individuals toward others, it ultimately defines which 
individual(s) will be the object of violence and/or distrust (Collins, 1975). 
Intellectual discussions are based on determining the truth. The conversation rather 
than the end result is of primary importance in these discussions. Thus, intellectual 
discussions tend to be relatively emotionless because one belongs to either insiders (those 
who know the truth) or outsiders (those who do not know the truth). An important 
consequence of intellectual discussion is the reinforcement of class boundaries. These 
discussions tend to result in stronger personal ties than practical talk due to the individual's 
tie to one of the two groups (Collins, 1975) 
Entertainment talk is conversation for the sake of conversation. This form of 
conversation occurs between friends and is tied to emotions of joy and laughter. Collins 
(1975) stressed that status differences are reflected and reinforced in entertainment talk 
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because one's experience is based on the opportunities s/he has had during the course of 
his/her life. Collins (1975) also defined other forms of conversation. Gossip, or the talking 
about one's acquaintances, involves judging the worth of others. Personal talk involves 
conversations about oneself. This type of conversation involves small talk, personal 
narrations, and intimate conversations. 
Each of the forms of conversation involves the exchange of cooperation between at 
least two individuals. Collins (1975) likened conversation to a market model of conversation 
where relationships between individuals are bargained. Individuals negotiate with others for 
the best possible exchange. The exchange includes negotiating for material possessions, 
power satisfaction, or the desire to be entertained. Thus, individuals gain interpersonal status 
through the negotiation which occurs during conversation. Additionally, individual and 
group norms and values are sustained through conversation. 
Collins (1975) likened individuals to atoms. He argued that individuals are 
surrounded by concentric rings of relationships tied to conversation. Individuals are bound to 
one another because they share common orbits. The common orbits are comprised of 
conversational situations that are jointly enacted by all those in the same orbit. Thus, it 
appears that conversation is a basic staple in the production of status groups and 
stratification. Individuals who communicate must share some common need or goal if they 
are to spend any time communicating with one another. 
Mills' (1940) perception of language may help illuminate the importance of language 
from the conflict perspective. Mills (1940) argued that we communicate and impute motives 
to ourselves and others as we interact with one another. Motives are the foundation upon 
which conduct is interpreted. More specifically, when an individual imputes his/her motives 
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on others, s/he is trying to not only influence him/herself, but also others involved in the 
interaction. As children are socialized to the world, they learn that different vocabularies of 
motives are appropriate to different situations. In addition, they are socialized to the fact that 
motives and subsequent behavior frequently originate from the specific situation and serve as 
justifications for past, present, and future behavior. When these motives come into conflict 
with the motives of others, the individual may adopt ancillary motives for his/her behavior. 
Much of the learning and socialization that occurs in schools is communicated to the 
student by teachers and other school personnel. The form of communication may be verbal 
or nonverbal. Regardless of the form, communication is an integral part of the student's day. 
Teachers and school personnel not only communicate the content of the formal curriculum 
but also that of the hidden curriculum (the acceptable norms, behaviors, and roles). Students 
who successfully internalize the material communicated in the school and classroom are 
perceived as being compliant. When a student's previous socialization conflicts with the 
school's curriculum, s/he may communicate this internal conflict either verbally or 
nonverbally. Thus, we may see students deviating from a teacher's expectations. What 
frequently occurs is coercion on the part of the teacher and/or other school personnel as the 
harmony of the classroom is disrupted. 
In summary, conflict theory seems to play an important role in our schools. As 
previously discussed, the school is a structure of dominance that enforces inequality. 
Teachers and other school personnel control students' behavior and their interpretation of 
power (Collins, 1975). Additionally, a student's social origin affects his/her educational and 
occupational attainment. Competition breeds conflict in schools as students compete for 
scarce resources (i.e., teacher approval, teacher attention, good grades). The conflict that 
students are exposed to in school instills in them a sense of the social structure. It is through 
this conflict that students align themselves with certain social organizations, political 
affiliations, and perhaps more important social groups that they feel will advance their 
positions within the classroom (Maynard, 1985). 
Maynard (1985) argued that all students encounter conflict regarding certain issues 
and interests as they move through school; this ultimately results in students modifying their 
behavioral patterns within the group. Competition exists in most classrooms. Competition 
not only produces a hierarchy among students but allows students to develop skills needed to 
survive in a society in which individuals are oriented toward the fulfillment of their own 
interests. 
Limitations of Conflict Theory 
Similar to the previous two sociological theories, conflict theory has its limitations. 
Conflict theory overemphasizes tensions and divisions in society. It would be hard to deny 
that society is void of tension and divisions; however, conflict theorists argue that society is 
maintained through force and coercion. It fails to take into account that some groups are able 
to cooperate with one another, which allows them to exist in relative harmony. In addition, 
an overemphasis is placed on the stratification of individuals within the social structure. 
Individuals are stratified into groups based on occupation, class, status, and power. 
Furthermore, interaction between individuals involves the process of give-and-take, 
compromise-and-negotiation, and competition for power and resources. The most powerful 
are the ones who control society. Conflict theory fails to take into account those situations in 
which subordinate groups or individuals hold the power. In addition, little attention is given 
to social unity based on interdependence and the shared values of individuals. 
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Summary of Theoretical Perspectives 
Structural functionalists, symbolic interactionists, and conflict theorists have very 
different views of how individuals come to perceive and interact with those around them 
(Table 1). Within the structural functionalist perspective, society is a set of interrelated 
subsystems (e.g., political, religious, economic), much like the various organs of the human 
body, that work together for the benefit of the entire system. Society, like the human body, is 
maintained through the effective collective functioning of the subsystems. The family and 
educational system are the primary agents which socialize individuals to the norms and 
expected behaviors of the social system. As individuals anticipate the various outcomes 
associated with their social roles and obligations they choose from alternate behaviors. 
Hence, these roles and expectations dictate individuals' behavior. Behaviors that conform to 
the social norms are recognized and rewarded. Behaviors that deviate from the norm are 
sanctioned. The ultimate goal of society is harmony and consensus, which cannot be 
achieved if individuals continue to deviate from the socially acceptable expectations. 
Preconceived perceptions and ideas are associated with the ascribed and achieved status of 
individuals and groups. Hence, one's perceptions of others are derived from shared meaning 
associated with the individual's or group's status within society. For example, an individual 
may have socially preconceived perceptions of someone who has a disability or comes from 
a different culture. 
Symbolic interactionists, on the other hand, claim that individuals define their own 
situations even if these definitions seem strange and/or unrealistic to others. Interactionists 
argue that the meaning individuals attach to any given situation are central and should be 
given attention. Hence, the meaning of a situation is not inherent within society, but rather is 
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established as the individual interprets the situation. Consequently, individual behavior is 
controlled by the impressions others will have of him/her. As individuals internalize the 
common perceptions of others they experience tension to conform to these perceptions. 
Furthermore, it is through these preconceived perceptions that individuals are categorized. 
Similarly, inequalities are learned from others. Individuals are socialized to accept the 
existing systems of stratification. Society is maintained through the shared understanding of 
various groups. This results in consensus and cooperation and the relatively harmonious 
functioning of society. 
Finally, conflict theorists view social subsystems as being at conflict with one 
another. Because the most powerful and elite control the law, their values are adapted as the 
legal standards by which all must live. There are formal and informal means of regulating 
individual behavior. When individuals deviate from expected and acceptable behavior, they 
experience coercion and constraint to conform. If individuals continue to deviate from the 
norm they are exploited by others. It is through the positive and negative sanctions 
associated with one's behavior that individuals learn to conform to the values, norms, and 
customs associated with the social group. While society is in a constant state of conflict, it is 
through force and coercion that society is maintained. 
Education plays an important role in socializing individuals to social expectations in 
each of the three theoretical perspectives. Based on the structural functionalist view, 
education is a bridge between the family and society. The educational system prepares 
individuals for their future adult roles. Symbolic interactionists argue that the educational 
system is an important socializing agent for social interaction. Teachers categorize students 
based on the interactions they display in the educational environment. Conflict theorists 
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argue that the educational system reproduces social inequalities and social relations. The 
educational system serves to legitimate inequalities under the guise of meritocracy. 
Table 1. Comparison of theories 
Concept Structural Functionalism Symbolic Interactionism Conflict Theory 
Individual 
Behavior 
Individual behavior is 
based on social norms. 
Individuals choose from 
alternative behaviors as 
they anticipate outcomes 
associated with their 
social roles and 
obligations. 
An individual's 
behavior is frequently 
controlled by the 
impression(s) others will 
have of him/her. The 
responses of others 
control the individual's 
behavior. 
Because the most 
powerful control the 
law, their values are 
adapted as the legal 
standards for behavior. 
There exist formal and 
informal mechanisms to 
regulate an individual's 
behavior. 
Conformity Recognized and 
rewarded. An 
individual's roles and 
obligations dictate 
his/her conformity. 
Consists of the 
internalization of 
common perceptions of 
the group. Choice and 
negotiation. 
Individuals experience 
coercion and constraint 
to conform. 
Exploitation can and 
does occur. 
Perceptions Preconceived 
perceptions and ideas 
associated with ascribed 
and achieved status. 
Preconceived 
perceptions and ideas 
when entering an 
interaction. These result 
from categorical or 
individual identity. 
Stereotypes and 
prejudice result from 
individuals' effort to 
retain power or 
resources in conditions 
of real conflict over 
limited resources. 
Socialization Individual is socialized 
to the norms of the 
social system. 
Involves individuals 
learning to adapt within 
the framework of one's 
world. 
The teaching/learning of 
norms and customs 
primarily through 
negative sanctions. 
Social 
Stratification 
Is functional to the 
maintenance of social 
stability and harmony. 
Assures that most 
qualified individuals fill 
the most important 
positions. 
Inequalities are learned 
through language. 
Individuals are 
socialized to accept the 
existing system of 
stratification. 
Stereotypes become 
self-fulfilling 
prophecies. 
Inequality exists 
because some 
individuals are willing 
to exploit others. 
Stratification is not a 
choice. 
Social Control Society is maintained 
through harmony and 
consensus. 
Society is maintained 
through shared 
understanding consisting 
of negotiated consensus 
and cooperation. 
Society is maintained 
through force and 
coercion. 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Concept Structural Functionalism Symbolic Interactionism Conflict Theory 
Nature of 
System 
Society is a set of 
interrelated parts that 
remain relatively stable. 
Society is created by 
interactions of 
individuals. 
Society is constantly in 
a state of conflict. 
Conflict is a natural 
state of social existence. 
Social organizations are 
constantly changing. 
Focus of Theory Focus on structure of 
interaction. Individuals 
are passive participants. 
Focus on process of 
interaction. Individuals 
play an active role in 
social interaction. 
Relations between those 
who own means of 
production and those 
who operate/work these 
means of production. 
Meaning Consensus of meaning. Meaning achieved 
through interaction. 
Interpretation of 
individual, object, or 
situation is necessary to 
achieve meaning. 
Meaning is derived from 
the object of knowledge. 
Education Education is like a 
bridge between family 
and society in that it 
prepares individuals for 
their adult role. 
The interactions that 
take place within the 
educational setting 
effect performance. 
Reproduces inequalities 
and social relations. 
Serves to legitimate the 
inequalities under the 
guise of meritocracy. 
Existing Strategies for Measuring Perceptions of Disability 
After carefully reviewing the literature regarding perceptions in general, and 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities, it became apparent that numerous instruments 
have been used to assess individual perceptions and more specifically perceptions of 
individuals with disabilities. Each of the instruments reviewed for the study are discussed in 
detail. 
Erwin (2001) maintained that while many methods have been developed to measure 
individual perceptions of an object or situation, there is no one perfect means of measuring 
perceptions. Instead, the researcher must choose the approach that is most appropriate under 
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the circumstances. The researcher must base his/her choice on the issue(s) under 
investigation as well as the population being surveyed. 
The most direct means of assessing perceptions is to observe how individuals react in 
the presence of the referent object. Unfortunately, direct observation is expensive and time-
consuming. A popular and widely used alternative is the survey. Surveys are an appropriate 
tool to measure individuals' perceptions, beliefs, and opinions regarding referent objects. 
Surveys have been used to measure perceptions of various social practices (e.g., educational 
practices, religious practices), social issues and problems (e.g., political and legal issues, 
economic issues), international issues (e.g., political relations), abstract concepts (e.g., 
education, law), political and religious perceptions, ethnic and national groups (e.g., African-
Americans, Jews), significant others (e.g., family members, individuals with disabilities), and 
social institutions (e.g., educational institutions, religious institutions) (Aiken, 2002; Antonak 
& Livneh, 1991; Neuman, 2000; Shaw & Wright, 1967). 
There are many advantages associated with the use of perception scales in research on 
individual perceptions. First, perception scales are a relatively simple and efficient means of 
assessing individual perceptions. Second, perception scales can be used to assess the 
perceptions of a large number of people fairly rapidly and inexpensively. Third, scores on 
perception scales allow a researcher to place the respondent at some point along a continuum. 
A score not only indicates the direction (positive or negative) of the respondent's perception, 
but also indicates the strength of the perception. Perhaps most important is the fact that the 
data collected from the perception scale can be statistically analyzed to support inferences 
about a larger population. Finally, surveys can measure numerous variables and test multiple 
questions and hypotheses. Among the disadvantages of using a perception scale is the 
assumption that the score derived from the instrument reflects the respondent's true 
perceptions of an object or situation. Social pressures may also impact an individual's 
survey response toward the object or situation in question. Perhaps more important is the 
assumption that perceptions are consistent from one situation to the next (Erwin, 2001; 
Neuman, 2002). 
Perceptions are complex; consequently, the measurement of perceptions is not a 
simple matter. It is easy for a researcher to select a survey instrument that does not 
adequately measure perceptions of the referent object of interest. Thus, it becomes important 
for any researcher to review the existing instruments related to the topic of interest. 
Antonak and Livneh (1991) identified forms O, A, and B of the Attitudes Toward 
Disabled Persons Scale (ATOP) as the most commonly used perception assessment scale. 
Other commonly used scales specific to individuals with disabilities are the Disability Factor 
Scales, Attitude of Behavior Scale, Scale of Attitudes Toward Disabled People (SADP), 
Attitudes Toward Mentally Retarded People Scale, and the Attitudes Toward the Retarded 
Scale. While there are numerous scales available to assess individual perceptions of 
disability, Atonak and Livneh (1991) argued that a researcher should carefully select the 
perception instrument that best matches the research question and parameters of the research 
situation. A careful review was made of several of the more commonly used instruments 
which have been developed and used to assess perceptions of individuals with disabilities. 
While many of these instruments were developed almost a half century ago, they remain the 
most commonly used survey instruments to study perceptions of individuals with disabilities. 
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Altitudes Toward Disabled Persons (ATDP) Scale 
Yucker, Block, and Campbell (1960) developed the Attitudes Toward Disabled 
Persons Scale (ATDP) as a means of measuring generalized perceptions of individuals with 
disabilities. The scale consists of 30 items which address the similarities and differences 
between individuals with and without disabilities. Antonak (1982) has administered the 
instrument to over one hundred subjects. Split-half reliability coefficients ranged from .78 to 
.84. Coefficients of equivalence ranged from .41 to .83. The content validity of the ATDP 
was reported to be reasonably adequate. Correlations between the ATDP scale and semantic 
differential scales ranged from -.266 to +.463. These correlation coefficients fall below the 
level that researchers would hope to establish adequate criterion validity. 
While the ATDP scale is the most widely used survey instrument in the study of 
individual perceptions, there are disadvantages associated with this instrument. First, the 
ATDP scale has little reported evidence of validity (Shaw & Wright, 1967). Others have 
questioned the reliability of the instrument (Antonak, 1982). Antonak (1982) reported a 
Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 reliability coefficient of .51 for the ATDP, which supports his 
argument that the instrument has only low to moderate reliability. Second, Barrett and Pullo 
(1993) have speculated that the ATDP scale is "fakeable." More specifically, when used as a 
pre- and post-test assessment tool, respondents may become sensitized to the issues 
addressed in the survey and are thus able to provide more socially acceptable responses on 
the post-test (Barrett & Pullo, 1993). 
Gouvier, Barbin, Tucker, Hayes, and Deumite (2000) used the ATDP to extend the 
limited research on disabling language and perceptions of individuals with disabilities. The 
research that did exist supported the view that individuals without disabilities, individuals 
with mild disabilities, and individuals related to a person with a mild disability do not view 
written disabling language in a negative light. Gouvier et al. (2000) focused their research on 
extending previous findings to determine if individuals with more severe and permanent 
disabilities would differ in their perceptions of disability when differing terms were used to 
describe individuals with disabilities. 
Thirty-six individuals with spinal cord injuries completed one of three versions of the 
ATDP survey. The surveys differed only in the terminology used to describe individuals 
with disabilities. One of the forms used the original wording, "disabled persons." The 
second form used "the disabled" while the last form used "persons with a disability." After 
completing the ATDP, participants were asked to provide ratings for their like/dislike of the 
authors and their preferences for having the author as a therapist. Gouvier et al. (2000) found 
that individuals who completed the survey that used "persons with a disability" or "the 
disabled" held more positive perceptions. Interestingly, there were no significant differences 
in respondents' ratings of the author or preferences for having the author as a therapist. 
Barrett and Pullo (1993) argued that a professional's negative perceptions may reflect 
similar perceptions regarding his/her professional relationship with an individual with a 
disability. One hundred ninety-nine students in an entry level course in rehabilitation 
services at a university in Maine participated in a study to investigate whether perceptual 
change could occur as a result of an educational program entitled "The Handicapping 
Experience." The majority of the participants (N=174) were individuals without disabilities. 
Barrett and Pullo found significant differences in pre-test and post-test scores. Interested in 
determining if there were differences between the scores of individuals with and without 
disabilities, Barrett and Pullo broke the group into four subgroups based on gender and 
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disability status. Only the participants without disabilities showed any significant changes in 
perceptions between pre- and post-test. While Barrett and Pullo's subjects were counselor 
educators, one might conclude the same thing may hold for educators or school personnel 
working with students with disabilities. 
Scale of Attitude Toward Disabled Persons (SADP) 
Antonak (1985) developed the Scale of Attitude Toward Disabled Persons (SADP) to 
measure perceptions of individuals with disabilities as a group. The 24-item Likert type 
scale is described as a reliable and consistent means of addressing perceptions. The three 
subscales had Spearman-Brown reliability coefficients of .71, .51, and .61. The construct 
validity coefficient between the SADP and the Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons scale, 
Form O, was .54, representing a moderate correlation between the two instruments. Further 
examination has shown that the SADP is not a measure of respondents' socially desirable 
responses to a set of perception statements. Thus, Antonak (1985) concluded that the SADP 
has adequate discriminant validity. As a means of validating the subscales, Antonak asked a 
panel of experts to sort the 24-item scale into content categories. Antonak argued that if the 
content categories were consistent across the panel of experts and the items within each 
category were judged to be homogeneous, he could confirm the conceptualization of the item 
categories. The 25 judges created between three and nine categories. Antonak found that 
five factors accounted for 71 percent of the variance in the collected data. In conclusion, 
Antonak concluded that "social desirability" did not influence a respondent's score and that 
the SADP had adequate construct validity. 
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Interaction with Disabled Persons Scale (IDP) 
Another survey instrument used in the study of perceptions toward individuals with 
disabilities is the Interaction with Disabled Persons Scale (IDP) (MacLean & Gannon, 1995). 
The IDP scale has been used to measure the discomfort that individuals may have while 
interacting with individuals with disabilities. An advantage associated with the IDP scale is 
that scores can be generalized across disability types. The IDP scale has been used to assess 
a community's perceptions of individuals with disabilities. In addition, it has been used to 
measure the perceptions of specific groups such as health care providers, educators, 
employers, and school students as well as the effectiveness of interventions designed to 
change perceptions (MacLean & Gannon, 1995). 
MacLean and Gannon (1995) have suggested that the IDP scale offers much promise 
in assessing an individual's potential reaction to and behavior toward individuals with 
disabilities. As a means of further investigating the effectiveness of the IDP scale, MacLean 
and Gannon assessed 343 university students using both the IDP scale and the Attitudes 
Toward Disabled Persons. Both instruments were administered concurrently. The 
researchers found that scores derived from the Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons scale were 
not associated with an individual's prior contact with individuals with disabilities. 
Interestingly, the IDP scale indicated that low levels of contact with individuals with 
disabilities were associated with higher perception scores (more positive perceptions) toward 
individuals with disabilities than those with higher levels of contact. 
Attitude Toward Mentally Retarded People Scale 
Bartlett, Quay, and Wrightsman (1960) developed the Attitudes Toward Mentally 
Retarded People scale to measure the perceptions of state institution employees toward 
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individuals with mental retardation. Shaw and Wright (1967) reviewed the Attitudes Toward 
Mentally Retarded People and found that while all of the statements included in the 
instrument assessed perceptions of individuals with mental retardation, some appeared to be 
dated and not politically correct. For example, one of the statements addresses an 
individual's right to vote. The reliability levels associated with the Attitudes Toward 
Mentally Retarded People scale appear to be quite adequate. Shaw and Wright (1967) 
reported a split-half reliability coefficient of .80 after correction by the Spearman-Brown 
formula. The test-retest reliability coefficient was reported to be .71. Unfortunately, Shaw 
and Wright (1967) reported little evidence of the validity of the instrument. 
Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory - Revised (MRAI-R) 
Antonak and Harth (1994) argued that there is a need for research concerning the 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities held by individuals in influential positions, such 
as teachers, physicians, and employers. Moreover, they saw a need for a psychometrically 
sound instrument to measure perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Thus, Antonak and 
Harth (1994) set out to develop and analyze a revised version of the MRAI which had 
previously been used by researchers and had ultimately undergone one revision prior to their 
interest in the instrument. Consequently, Antonak and Harth (1994) revised the original 
MRAI to reflect changes in federal legislation which focused on integrating individuals with 
disabilities into classrooms, communities, neighborhoods, and worksites. The original 
Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory contained 50 inventory items divided into five scales: 
integration-segregation, overfavorableness, social distance, private rights, and subtle 
derogatory beliefs. 
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Antonak and Harth (1994) asked 230 respondents in three states to complete the 
revised survey instrument. After careful data analysis, Antonak and Harth (1994) determined 
that several of the original items were clearly invalid. Eight of the items concerning 
education, community and workplace integration required revision. Other items were dated 
or used sexist and/or handicapist language. Consequently, 16 of the original 50 items were 
revised, all items were reworded to avoid sexist and handicapist language, and revisions were 
made in the placement of statements within the survey instrument. After carefully analyzing 
the results, Antonak and Harth deleted 21 of the original 50 items. Participant scores were 
recalculated and the iterative item, scale, and factor analyses were repeated. 
Antonak and Harth (1994) reported Spearman-Brown corrected split-half reliability 
coefficients between .68 and .91, Cronbach's coefficient alpha homogeneity coefficients 
between .73 and .91, and mean of the item-to-overall score or item-to-scale correlations 
between .54 and .69 for each of the four remaining scales as well as the overall score. 
Construct validity was checked by running multiple regression analyses of the demographic 
data and experiential data. Multiple regression analyses indicated that the best predictors of 
the overall scores were a respondent's familiarity with individuals with disabilities, and 
his/her educational level. Consequently, Antonak and Harth concluded that the 
psychometrics of the revised survey instrument (MRAI-R) were uniformly acceptable for an 
instrument of this length. 
Findings of Instruments Used to Assess Perceptions of Individuals with Disabilities 
Many other instruments have been used to measure perceptions of individuals with 
disabilities; however, they have not generally been used by more than one or two researchers 
and thus have very little information reported regarding their technical adequacy. However, 
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the results obtained by the researchers can add to the existing literature regarding preservice 
teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. 
Wagner and Trippe (1982) used a variety of cognitive, affective, and behavioral 
instruments to determine what it means to "say that a student teacher has a positive or 
negative perception of mainstreamed students with emotional impairments" (p. 247). 
Analysis of data collected from 213 student teachers led Wagner and Trippe (1982) to 
conclude that student teachers have neutral or slightly positive perceptions regarding 
mainstreamed students with emotional impairments. Wagner and Trippe also found that 
student teachers with positive perceptions of mainstreamed students accept the concept of 
mainstreaming and perceive their own skills in dealing with students with emotional 
impairments to be adequate. 
Greene, Abidin, and Kmetz (1997) were interested in determining which interactional 
problems with students produced the greatest teaching stresses. Greene et al. (1997) 
hypothesized that behaviorally challenging students produced the greatest levels of stress 
within teachers. Because there was not an adequate instrument to assess teacher stress, the 
researchers developed the Index of Teaching Stress. The researchers argued that by using the 
Index of Teaching Stress, the researcher is able to quantify the level of stress within a teacher 
in response to a particular student's challenging behavior and thus provide a gauge of 
student-teacher compatibility. The Index of Teaching Stress questionnaire is comprised of 
90 items in two sections: teacher response to student behaviors and teacher perceptions of 
interactions/self-efficacy. Five hundred sixteen general education and special education 
teachers participated in the study. Teachers were asked to respond to the items twice: once 
for a student of their choosing who displayed behavioral or emotional problems and once for 
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the seventh student on their roster. The researchers found that data analyses supported the 
clear division of the two sections and that the instrument displayed high internal consistency, 
ranging from .75 to .97 (Greene et al., 1997). 
While the Index of Teaching Stress has been used to assess student-teacher 
compatibility, here are some problems associated with using this instrument. First, because 
there was no standardized description of either the student with challenging behavior or the 
comparison student, one can argue that the results of this study are difficult to interpret. 
Because each teacher may have a different definition of a behavior or emotional problem, it 
seems difficult to make any generalizations. The researchers have provided a 
conceptualization of the construct of student-teacher compatibility; however, the instrument 
does not seem to adequately assess their conceptual definition. Perhaps there would have 
been a better match between the conceptual definition and the operationalization of the 
construct if the researchers had provided a short description of the student with a disability 
and the comparison student. 
Soodak and Podell (1994) argued that many teachers struggle with managing 
difficult-to-teach students in their classrooms. Teachers may develop biases toward these 
students which can result in the referral and assessment of these students for special 
education services. The researchers argued that if difficult-to-teach students are to be fully 
and successfully included in the general education classroom it is important to understand 
what general education teachers feel should be done to address the needs of these students. 
Soodak and Podell provided 110 general education teachers with a vignette of a third-grade 
male student experiencing difficulty in reading and self-control. Respondents were asked to 
read the vignette and respond to three free-response questions. The questionnaire required 
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teachers to list the ways in which they could handle the student, identify which of the ways 
would be most effective, and note what they felt was the cause of the student's difficulty. 
Respondents also completed the Teacher Efficacy Scale, which measures teachers' 
perception of their effectiveness in the classroom. 
Soodak and Podell (1994) noted several interesting patterns that emerged regarding 
teachers' thinking about difficult-to-teach students. First, teachers offered a variety of 
suggestions for addressing the problems of difficult-to-teach students. In addition, teachers 
offered multiple explanations for the difficulties these students were experiencing. The most 
frequently cited explanation for the child's problem was problems at home (i.e., divorce, no 
father present). Another frequently cited explanation was that the problem was intrinsic to 
the student (i.e., emotional problems, frustration, lack of self-esteem). A very small number 
of participants indicated that the problem might be related to the classroom (i.e., poor 
teaching, too large of class size). Soodak and Podell (1994) stressed that teachers rarely 
admit they may play a role in the difficult-to-teach student's problems. Second, teachers of 
difficult-to-teach students frequently looked outside the classroom when trying to meet the 
needs of these students. More than 75 percent of the participants suggested that parents 
needed to participate more in addressing the student's classroom problems. Many 
participants suggested assessment by a multidisciplinary team or recommended outside 
services such as counseling or remedial reading. The authors argued that teachers may be 
overwhelmed by the needs of difficult-to-teach students. Third, and perhaps most important, 
teachers frequently referred these students for professional assessment. Finally, and no less 
important, teachers of difficult-to-teach students are influenced by their own beliefs 
regarding their effectiveness. 
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MacDonald and Maclntyre (1999) used the Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-
Revised and a set of vignettes to assess 168 university students' perceptions of individuals 
with attention deficit disorder. While the original Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-
Revised instrument has been used to assess perceptions of individuals with mental 
retardation, MacDonald and Maclntyre (1999) changed the wording to assess perceptions of 
individuals with attention deficit disorder. MacDonald and Maclntyre (1999) conducted an 
ANOVA of gender, disability label, and education (presentation of vignette). They found 
that providing individuals with a vignette describing a child with a disability (education) 
produced the strongest effects with participants having more positive perceptions on the post-
test than the pre-test. In addition, the researchers found that gender had a significant effect 
on perceptions. More specifically, females had more positive perceptions of individuals with 
attention deficit disorder. 
MacLean and Gannon (1995) surveyed undergraduate students using a demographic 
profile, the Interaction with Disabled Persons Scale and the Attitudes Toward Disabled 
Persons scale. They found significant correlation between Attitude Toward Disabled Persons 
scores and an individual's prior contact with individuals with disabilities. There was, 
however, a significant negative correlation between Interaction with Disabled Persons Scale 
scores and prior contact with individuals with disabilities. More specifically, they 
determined that individuals with lower levels of contact with individuals with disabilities had 
more positive scores. 
Horner-Johnson Keys et al. (2002) used the Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory to 
assess perceptions of Japanese individuals' perceptions of individuals with intellectual 
disabilities. In addition, Homer-Johnson et al. examined how these perceptions were related 
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to personal demographics such as experience with individuals with intellectual disabilities, 
academic major, and career interest. The demographic variables included gender, past 
experience with individuals with disabilities, and major field of study. 
Horner-Johnson et al. (2002) found that their Japanese respondents (275 students 
from three Japanese universities) had moderately positive perceptions of individuals with 
intellectual disabilities. More specifically, individuals having a relative or friend with a 
disability were more likely to endorse the rights of individuals with intellectual disabilities 
than individuals who did not have a friend or relative with an intellectual disability. The 
university students' major field of study also had a significant effect on their perceptions of 
individuals with intellectual disabilities. Those who were seeking a degree in a mental health 
field had significantly more positive perceptions than those seeking a degree in Physical 
Science, Economics, or Engineering, and those who were undecided. Not surprising, 
individuals who reported they were interested in a career working with individuals with 
intellectual disabilities typically held more positive perceptions than those who indicated 
they were not interested in working with individuals with intellectual disabilities. The 
researchers explored whether a relationship existed between major field of study and the 
subscales of the Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory, and found that students in 
psychology and social work had significantly more positive attitudes on the Integration-
Segregation, Social Distance, and Subtle Derogatory Beliefs subscales. The results of this 
study contradict with the findings of research conducted by Homer-Johnson, Keys, Henry, 
Yamaki, Oi, Watanabe, Shimada, and Fugjimura (2002). 
In a study involving undergraduate and graduate students in human service related 
degrees, Palmer, Redinius, and Tervo (2000) analyzed the effect of demographic 
characteristics on perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Palmer et al. (2000) found no 
significant differences in perceptions based on gender or community size. They did identify 
a relationship between perceptions and community size, with students coming from urban 
areas having more positive perceptions. 
Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden (2000) found that female students in a teacher 
education program had significantly more positive attitudes toward inclusion than their male 
classmates. Kuester (2000), on the other hand, found no significant interaction effect of 
gender on attitudes toward inclusion. Chen, Brodwin, Cordoso, and Chan (2002) found that 
female students also had more positive attitudes toward individuals with disabilities. Kuester 
(2000) did find that Physical Education and general education teachers had significantly less 
positive attitudes toward inclusion than special education teachers. 
Gaps in Existing Research 
There are many apparent gaps in the existing literature on preservice teachers' 
perceptions of students with disabilities in the general education classroom. While the 
literature includes reports about preservice and practicing teachers' perceptions regarding the 
practice of inclusion, there is very little research regarding preservice or practicing teachers' 
perceptions of students with disabilities. We know that a teacher's perception(s) of a student 
with a disability can, and frequently does, result in the student living up to the expectations 
the teacher holds for him/her (Aloia, 1983; Cook, 2001; Cook & Semmel, 1999; Stewart, 
1983). We also know that lower teacher acceptance of students with disabilities has a 
tremendous impact on the students' academic and social success (Ashton, 1985; Brophy, 
1985). Teachers develop expectations of students even before they know whether the student 
has been identified as needing special education services which results in children being 
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unofficially and, perhaps, incorrectly labeled. Furthermore, researchers have found that 
teachers do not readily envelop students with disabilities in a warm and welcoming 
environment. Prior research by sociologists and psychologists has helped us better 
understand individual perceptions of individuals with disabilities. What is not evident in the 
literature is specific understanding of what preservice teachers' perceptions of students with 
disabilities. 
Another gap in the literature is the absence of research which is grounded in theory. 
Unfortunately, many researchers in the field of special education fail to connect their 
research to a theoretical base. Maxwell (1996) and Strauss (1995) argued that theory 
provides a model of why things are the way they are. Theory illuminates the findings of the 
research. More specifically, theory allows a researcher to draw attention to relationships that 
might otherwise go unnoticed. The present study was built upon the theoretical 
underpinnings of how individuals develop perceptions of persons who deviate from the 
norm. 
The Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised, the instrument used in this study, 
is consistent with a combination of the three theoretical perspectives. For example, the 
Integration-Segregation and Social Distance subscales are consistent with the symbolic 
interactionism perspective. Many of the questions address issues related to interactions 
between individuals with and without disabilities, consensus and cooperation between 
individuals, and the categorization of individuals. The primary focus of these questions is on 
the process of the interaction. The Subtle Derogatory Beliefs subscale is consistent with the 
structural functionalist perspective. These questions address issues related to conflict arising 
out the need for pattern maintenance, the stratification of individuals based on conformity or 
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nonconformity to social norms, and the meritocracy assigned to individuals based on their 
ability and effort. The focus of these questions is on the structure of interactions. The 
Private Rights subscale is consistent with the conflict theory perspective. The questions 
address issues related to competition and authority and power of individuals in authoritative 
positions over individuals with disabilities. The primary focus of these questions is on the 
reproduction of inequality and social relations. Table 2 provides a breakdown of the 
questions associated with each of the three theoretical perspectives. 
Table 2. Breakdown of questions related to sociological theories 
Theoretical Perspective Items Subscale 
Structural Functionalism 4, 9, 10, 16,21,25,26 Subtle Derogatory Beliefs 
Symbolic Interactionism 1,2 ,  7 ,13,17,  23,29 
3, 5,11,15,18, 19, 24, 27 
Integration- Segregation 
Social Distance 
Conflict Theory 6,  8 ,12,14,  20,  22,  28 Private Rights 
Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to explore preservice teachers' perceptions of students 
with disabilities. In addition, this study addressed the gaps in the literature and linked the 
results of the study to existing theory in the area. The study was designed to address the 
following research questions: 
1. Do preservice teachers in different majors differ in their perceptions of students with 
disabilities? 
2. Do preservice teachers at varying stages in the teacher education program hold 
differing perceptions of students with disabilities? More specifically, are preservice 
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teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities impacted by the completion of 
specific preservice classes? If so, which class(es) show(s) the strongest impact on 
perceptions? 
3. Do preservice teachers have different perceptions of students with disabilities based 
on the number of field experiences they have had? 
4. Do preservice teachers differ in their perceptions of students with disabilities on the 
basis of demographic variables (gender, race, urbanicity, mother's or father's level of 
education, year in the program, licensure area, prior interaction with individuals with 
disabilities, presence of disability within the respondent, anticipation of future 
involvement with students with disabilities)? 
Significance of the Study 
While there is considerable research on preservice and practicing teachers' 
perceptions of the practice of inclusion, there are few studies that address preservice and 
practicing teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. As stated earlier, if students 
with disabilities are to be successful in the general education setting, it is imperative to better 
understand the perceptions preservice teachers have of students with disabilities. Only when 
teacher educators have a better understanding of perceptions that preservice teachers bring to 
the teacher education program will they be able to develop teacher education programs that 
better address changing preconceived and inaccurate perceptions of students with disabilities. 
This study contributes to existing research in that it presents exploratory data concerning 
preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities at a Midwestern university. 
Furthermore, the findings support prior research regarding demographic factors that impact 
preservice teachers' perceptions toward students with disabilities. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHOD 
The purpose of this research was to investigate preservice teachers' perceptions of 
students with disabilities and provide teacher educators with information that can be used to 
modify teacher education programs to better prepare future teachers to work with a diverse 
group of students. An existing instrument, the Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-
Revised, was slightly modified and used to determine preservice teachers' perceptions of 
students with disabilities. 
Participants 
The population of interest in this research was university students in the early 
childhood, elementary, and secondary teacher education programs at Iowa State University. 
Because a primary purpose of the research was to survey preservice teachers in various 
stages of the teacher education program, a purposive nonprobability sampling procedure was 
used to select participants. Neuman (2000) encouraged researchers to use purposive 
nonprobability sampling procedures when they are unable to determine the sample size in 
advance or are interested in choosing specific subpopulations within the larger population. 
Because the research questions addressed specific courses or experiences within the teacher 
education program, purposive nonprobability sampling procedures appeared to be the most 
suitable means of drawing a representative sample from the larger population of students in 
the teacher education program. 
Participants were recruited from various courses in the teacher education program. 
The following section identifies each of the courses from which participants were recruited 
and provides a brief description of the rationale for selecting the course. CI 201 -
Introduction to Instructional Technology and CI 204 - Social Foundations of American 
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Education are required of all students in the early childhood education, elementary education, 
and secondary education programs and are prerequisites for many of the more advanced 
education courses. These courses are generally taken during the freshman or sophomore 
year. 
CI/Sp Ed 250 - Education of the Exceptional Learner in a Diverse Society is required 
of all early childhood education and elementary education majors; students typically take this 
course early in the program. This course was of particular interest because it provides 
preservice teachers with an overview of students with diverse learning needs. In addition, it 
is in this course that preservice teachers first learn about the educational services and 
strategies used to meet the needs of students with disabilities. The researcher was 
particularly interested in determining whether this course had an impact on preservice 
teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. 
CI 333 - Educational Psychology is a course required of all secondary education 
preservice teachers and is specific to this group of students. This course provides preservice 
teachers with an overview of theory relevant to classroom learning, cognition, motivation, 
classroom management, students with disabilities, and assessment for students. The 
recruitment of participants from CI 333 increased the likelihood of a substantial number of 
secondary preservice teachers in the study. 
Students taking CI 406 - Multicultural Gender Fair Education are introduced to 
cultural pluralism, cultural groups and their perceptions, needs, and contributions, as well as 
prejudice, discrimination, and ethnocentrism and how they relate to the use of teaching 
strategies in the classroom. Students in the early childhood education, elementary education, 
and secondary education programs are required to take this course as part of the teacher 
education program. This course is of particular interest because like CI 250, it provides 
preservice teachers with knowledge of diversity within the general education setting. 
In addition to the above mentioned courses, participants were also recruited from CI 
377 - Teaching of Reading and Writing - Primary Grades. This is a methods course required 
of early childhood education and elementary education preservice teachers. This course was 
of interest because it provides preservice teachers with observation and participation in a 
variety of school settings and across student ability. In addition, this course is generally 
taken in the junior year of the teacher education program. 
Student teachers were also recruited from CI 416A or B - Supervised Student 
Teaching: Primary and Intermediate, respectively, as well as all secondary education student 
teaching assignments. Preservice teachers generally student teach during the last semester of 
the teacher education program. Assessing student teachers' perceptions of students with 
disabilities was extremely important. It was important to determine whether preservice 
teachers taking courses early in the program as opposed to those nearing completion of the 
program differ in their perceptions of students with disabilities. 
Four-hundred-sixty-five surveys were administered to and returned from students 
enrolled in ten teacher education courses. An additional one hundred surveys were sent to 
student teachers via mail or their supervisor. Forty five student teacher surveys were 
returned for a return rate of 45 percent. While the return rate for the student teachers was 
low, it was not entirely unexpected. Student teachers are not only required to teach, but to 
prepare lesson plans, manage classroom behavior, and complete a variety of other tasks. 
Student teachers spend a great deal of their day dealing with the various requirements 
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associated with student teaching, leaving them very little time for anything else. Thus, it was 
not surprising that the return rate was only 45 percent. 
A total of 500 participants completed the survey. However, because students outside 
of the teacher education can take two of these courses (i.e., Education of the Exceptional 
Learner in a Diverse Society, and Educational Psychology) there were a number of 
participants (n=80) who were excluded from the analyses because they were not preservice 
teachers. Table 3 defines the courses by their placement within the teacher education 
program and provides a summary of the preservice teachers recruited from each of the 
selected courses. 
Table 3. Placement of courses and distribution of participants within the teacher education 
program 
Early in Program Middle of Program Late in Program 
Early Childhood 
Education 
CI 201 (n=l 1) 
CI 204 (n=10) 
CI 250 (n= 8) 
CI 406 (n= 0) 
CI 377 (n=40) 
CI 201 (n= 3) 
CI 204 (n= 2) 
CI 250 (n= 1) 
C & 1416 (n= 3) 
Elementary 
Education 
CI 201(n=13) 
CI 204 (n=26) 
CI250(n=58) 
CI 406 (n= 0) 
CI 377 (n=46) 
CI 201 (n= 2) 
CI 204 (n= 2) 
CI 250(n=12) 
C&I416(n=29) 
Secondary 
Education 
CI 201(n=12) 
CI 204 (n=28) 
CI 250 (n= 0) 
CI 333 (n=67) 
CI 406 (n= 4) 
CI 201 (n=14) 
CI 204 (n= 3) 
Student teaching in 
particular content area. 
(n=13) 
Total** CI 201(n=36) 
CI 204 (n=64) 
CI 250 (n=66) 
CI 406 (n=4) 
CI 377 (n=86) 
CI 333 (n=67) 
CI 201 (n=19) 
CI 204(n= 7) 
CI 250 (n=13) 
Student teaching (n=45) 
**13 participants had missing data in one or more of the areas. Unable to determine where 
they fit in this table. 
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Summary data describing the demographics of the total sample of participants are 
presented in Table 4. The majority of the participants were female, did not have a disability 
(93.6%), and indicated they knew someone with a disability (92.4%). Similarly, a 
significant number (95.2%) also anticipated working with students with disabilities. 
Participants' year of birth ranged from 1931 to 1987, with the majority born between 1981 
and 1984. Consistent with the racial composition of the university, the majority of the 
participants were white. 
While not all students at Iowa State University are from the state, a large number of 
them are from Iowa. Iowa is a relatively rural area with only a handful of urban areas. It was 
not surprising that the majority of participants (66.2%) were from rural areas or small towns. 
The remaining participants (32.9%) were from suburban or urban areas. 
Table 4. Description of participant demographics 
Participants Frequency Percent of Total 
Total Sample 420 100.0 
Gender 
Female 331 78.8 
Male 89 21.2 
Race (participants could check more than 
one; however, no participant checked more 
than one) 
African American 3 0.7 
Asian 1 0.2 
Asian American 4 1.0 
Latino/Latina 3 0.7 
Native American 2 0.5 
White 402 95.7 
Not Specified 5 1.2 
Urbanicity 
Rural 124 29.5 
Small Town 154 36.7 
Suburban 94 22.4 
Urban 44 10.5 
Not Specified 4 1.0 
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Table 4. (continued) 
Participants Frequency Percent of Total 
Year in College 
First Year 50 11.9 
Sophomore 100 23.8 
Junior 135 32.1 
Senior 123 29.3 
Graduate 7 1.7 
Not specified 5 1.2 
Major 
Early Childhood Education 78 18.6 
Elementary Education 159 37.9 
Special Education 34 8.1 
Secondary Education 149 35.5 
Participants ranged from first year students to graduate students. The majority of the 
participants were juniors, followed by seniors, sophomores, first year students, graduate 
students, and not specified. The majority of the participants were majoring in elementary 
education, followed by those majoring in secondary education, early childhood education, 
and elementary education-special education. 
Four hundred seven of the 420 preservice teachers provided enough information 
regarding the classes they had taken to categorize their placement within the teacher 
education program. The majority of the students were classified as students in the beginning 
(38.3%) or middle (47.6%) of their program. Participants classified as students in the late 
stage of the program (11%) included only those participants who were student teaching. 
Thirteen preservice teachers (3.1%) did not provide enough information to categorize their 
placement within the program. 
Preservice teachers in the secondary education program had a wide range of majors. 
Thirty students were majoring in agricultural education, 25 in English, 13 in history, 12 in 
family and consumer science, ten in biology, ten in mathematics, nine in music, four each in 
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Spanish, physical education, and art; the remaining students were receiving certification in 
other areas. 
Participants varied in their knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of 
individuals with disabilities and frequency of contact with individuals with disabilities. 
Table 5 presents an overview of participants' self-reported knowledge of the conditions and 
life circumstances of persons with disabilities and an overview of their contact with persons 
with disabilities. 
Table 5. Frequencies of general knowledge and frequency of contact 
Scale General knowledge of the conditions Frequency of contact with individuals 
value and life circumstance of individuals with disabilities b 
with disabilities a 
Frequency Frequency 
1 1 28 
2 38 102 
3 125 142 
4 225 113 
5 83 63 
6 20 45 
a: On a scale of l=No knowledge to 6=Extensive knowledge 
b: On a scale of 1= Almost no contact to 6=Daily 
Limitations of Participant Sample 
Determining an appropriate sample size is controversial (Neuman, 2000). A 
researcher must consider the type of data analysis, the appropriate level of accuracy, and the 
characteristics of the sampling population. Neuman (2000) has argued that researchers 
should employ a general rule of thumb; larger sampling ratios are needed for smaller 
populations. For example, if the population is under 1,000, a researcher needs a sample size 
of approximately 300 or 30 percent. At the time of this study the teacher education program 
had approximately 1900 students. Based on Neuman's (2000) rule of thumb, a sample size 
of 25 to 30 percent (475 to 570 participants) would be sufficient for this study. 
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The sample size of 420 participants fell below these recommended guidelines. As a 
result, care must be taken when generalizing the findings to other teacher education programs 
across the state or nation. Any generalizations or inferences beyond the teacher education 
program at Iowa State University must be made cautiously due to the variability between 
teacher education programs across university settings. In addition, the researcher 
experienced some difficultly in surveying the perceptions of students in CI 406. Students 
were given the survey at the end of the class period and were asked to return the survey the 
next time the course met. Only four students returned the survey instrument; several other 
students reported they had completed the survey in other courses. 
Human Subjects Procedures 
Approval was obtained from the Human Subjects Research Office at Iowa State 
University prior to conducting the survey (Appendix A). Each student in the selected courses 
was invited to participate and asked to sign an informed consent/release form prior to 
completing the survey instrument. Once students signed the consent form and completed the 
survey, the consent forms were separated from the survey. Participant surveys were coded 
based on the course in which they were completed by assigning a unique identifier that 
represented the course number and the number of surveys returned in that course. For 
example, the first survey returned in CI333 was coded as 333001. Because the informed 
consent forms and surveys had been separated prior to coding, there was no way to associate 
the participant's name and the code. 
Neuman (2000) argued that all social science research can and should be conducted in 
an ethical or unethical manner. Every attempt was made to conduct the research in an ethical 
manner as specified by the American Sociological Association Code of Ethics and The 
Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct of the American Psychological 
Association. Because social science research frequently intrudes on a participant's privacy 
by asking questions about personal beliefs, the researcher explained to the participants that 
the information required in the survey was needed for legitimate research purposes and that 
all answers would remain confidential and anonymous. Furthermore, participants were told 
that there were no right or wrong answers and that they had the right to hold values, 
perceptions, and opinions that might not correspond with others within the group. 
Participants were told they could refuse to participate in the study at any time. 
The informed consent form contained language that was both understandable and 
respectful of the participants. For example, the consent form informed participants that they 
could skip any question(s) that they did not wish to answer or that made them feel 
uncomfortable. The consent form also contained a statement that addressed the potential risk 
of discomfort in responding to some of the questions. Participants were told there were no 
consequences associated with their declining or withdrawing from participation in the study 
and were allowed to ask questions prior to signing the informed consent form. 
Instrumentation 
Demographic Information 
Research regarding the effect of demographic variables on perceptions toward 
disability is mixed. Previous research has not resulted in consensus regarding which 
demographic variables affect an individual's perceptions toward individuals with disabilities. 
The demographic variables in this study were drawn from existing research in this area as 
well as variables drawn from the researcher's personal observations as a special education 
teacher in a small Midwest community. Consequently, the researcher decided to include the 
following demographic variables: gender, year of birth, race, urbanicity, hometown zip code 
(used to derive median family income of hometown), mother and father's level of education, 
year in college, anticipated involvement with students with disabilities, major, presence of a 
disability, general knowledge of conditions and life experiences of persons with disabilities, 
frequency of contact with persons with disabilities, and prior interaction with individuals 
with disabilities. 
Bourque and Fielder (1995) suggested that while recommendations differ as to the 
placement of demographic information, placement at the end of the survey is best. They 
reasoned that the introductory information describing the subject matter of the study is meant 
to intrigue the participants; consequently, if the participants are asked to provide 
demographic information at the beginning of the survey it may tend to negate their recall of 
the purpose of the study. In addition, many participants find the demographic questions 
rather redundant and boring, which may result in the participant becoming disinterested in 
completing the survey. Finally, because some of the demographic questions may be 
considered sensitive (e.g., presence of disability within the participant) participants may once 
again become disinterested in completing the survey (Bourque & Fielder, 1995). Thus, the 
demographic information profile was located at the end of the survey instrument. 
Survey Instrument 
As reported in the Review of Literature, the researcher conducted a thorough review 
of the existing instruments in the measurement of perceptions of individuals with disabilities. 
While several survey instruments have been used during the course of the past half century to 
assess perceptions of individuals with disabilities, there are problems associated with many 
of these instruments. For example, the Attitude Toward Disabled Persons scale has little 
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validity, questionable reliability, and respondents may become sensitized to the issues 
addressed in the survey. The Scale of Attitudes toward Disabled Persons contains statements 
that are too broad and do not apply to individuals with disabilities within the context of the 
school. The Interaction with Disabled Persons Scale has not been widely used by researchers 
as a means of assessing perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Finally, the Attitudes 
Toward Mentally Retarded People assesses perceptions of institutionalized individuals with 
mental disabilities. Many of the statements included in this instrument are dated. Perhaps 
most troubling is that each of these survey instruments measures the general public's 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities, rather than students with disabilities in the school 
setting. 
After carefully examining the literature, the researcher concluded that the Mental 
Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised was the most psychometrically sound instrument 
available to assess perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Antonak has done extensive 
research in the area of perceptions of individuals with disabilities and is a leading researcher 
in the area; his work is frequently cited in research on perceptions of individuals with 
disabilities. 
The original Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised is comprised of four 
scales: the integration-segregation scale (INSE), the social distance scale (SDIS), the private 
rights scale (PRRT), and the subtle derogatory beliefs scale (SUDB). The seven statements 
in the INSE scale address integration of individuals with mental retardation into schools, 
after school programs, communities, and the workplace. Items 1,2,7, 13, 17, 23, and 29 are 
contained in this subscale; three of the items are worded positively and three negatively. The 
SDIS is comprised of five positively worded items and 3 negatively worded items, for a total 
100 
of eight statements related to interacting with individuals with mental retardation (e.g., 
introducing an individual with mental retardation to friends, receiving service by an 
individual with mental retardation). Items 3,5, 11, 15, 18, 19, 24, and 27 comprise the SDIS 
subscale. The seven items in the PRRT subscale (items 6, 8, 12, 14, 20, 22, and 28) focus on 
statements related to the rights of individuals with mental retardation and the rights of 
individuals without a disability (e.g., anti-discrimination laws violate the rights of individuals 
without disabilities, refusing service to individuals with mental retardation). Four items are 
worded positively and three are worded negatively. The SUDB scale is comprised of seven 
items, each worded negatively that relate to social equity (e.g., chances of educational 
success of students with disabilities, exaggeration of prejudice within society). The items 
included in this subscale are 4,9, 10, 16, 21, 25, and 26 (Antonak & Harth, 1994). Antonak 
and Harth (1994) reported subscale internal reliability (Cronbach's alpha) coefficients 
ranging from 0.73 to 0.82 and split half reliability coefficients ranging from 0.68 to 0.86. 
Twelve of the 29 items on the overall inventory scale are worded positively while 17 
of the items are worded negatively. Respondents are asked to rate each of the items on a 
four-point Likert-type scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Possible scores 
on the overall inventory range from 29 to 116. The INSE, PRRT, and SUDB subscales have 
possible scores ranging from 7 to 28, while scores on the SDIS subscale range from 8 to 32. 
The overall score is derived by summing the item scores for the four scales (Antonak & 
Harth, 1994). 
Because the purpose of this research was to assess preservice teachers' perceptions of 
individuals with disabilities in general rather than just individuals with mental retardation, 
the phrase "mentally retarded" was changed to "disability." In addition, the wording was 
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changed to be gender neutral. No other changes were made to the wording of the attitudinal 
statements. A copy of the revised instrument is included in Appendix B. These changes 
should not affect the validity or reliability of the instrument as several researchers have used 
the Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised with modifications made regarding the 
area of disability (Antonak & Harth, 1994; MacDonald & Maclntyre, 1999). 
Factors Affecting Perception Development 
The modified version of the Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised provides 
a numerical score, or global representation, of preservice teachers' perceptions of students 
with disabilities. Unfortunately, a numerical score does not provide the researcher with 
enough data to adequately address issues of sociological theory. Because the researcher 
was interested in determining how preservice teachers develop their perceptions, and thus 
tying the findings to theory, an open-ended question was included at the end of the survey. 
The question asked participants' to "take a minute to think about how you developed 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Please describe the people, events, and/or 
environments that you believe have shaped your current perceptions of individuals with 
disabilities." 
Procedures 
Dr. Richard F. Antonak was contacted via e-mail in July, 2003 to obtain a copy of the 
Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised. A copy of the original Mental Retardation 
Attitude Inventory-Revised, the scoring procedures, and a letter granting the researcher 
permission to use the instrument in the study was obtained (See Appendix C). 
With the exception of student teachers and students in the CI 406 class, the survey 
instrument was administered in a group setting; specifically, in courses within the teacher 
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education program. The number of participants from each group differed depending on the 
size of the course being surveyed. Prior to giving the survey, the researcher contacted 
instructors of the selected courses and requested permission to give the survey in their class. 
Instructors were informed that the survey would take no more than 20 to 30 minutes to 
complete. Dates were chosen that were convenient for each of the instructors. 
A scripted set of instructions was used to introduce participants to the study and the 
survey instrument. The researcher or an assistant began by introducing herself, describing 
the purpose of the study, and summarizing the risks, benefits, rights, and confidentiality 
associated with participation in the study. In addition, the researcher informed participants 
that their participation in the survey was voluntary and that they could withdraw at any time. 
Participants were given time to ask questions regarding the study and/or the survey 
instrument. Finally, participants were given the informed consent form and had the 
opportunity to choose to participate or not participate in the study. Signed informed consent 
forms were collected and each consenting participant was given time to complete the survey 
and demographic profile. 
During the administration of the survey, the researcher or her assistant acted as a 
monitor. Because a preexisting instrument was used, the researcher chose to deflect any 
individual questions or comments referring to the survey statements. Bourque and Fielder 
(1995) argued that because many existing survey instruments were developed over time and 
have had substantial attention paid to establishing the reliability and validity of the 
instrument, it is better if the researcher does not answer questions or react to comments made 
by participants. By avoiding answering questions and responding to comments, all 
participants were presented with an identical stimulus that was more likely to result in the 
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participant recording his/her true perceptions regarding individuals with disabilities (Bourque 
& Fielder, 1995). Once participants had completed the survey, they were thanked for their 
participation and reminded of the purpose of the survey and the confidentiality associated 
with their participation in the study. 
Student teachers were also surveyed; however, the procedures used were somewhat 
different. The researcher obtained a list of all elementary and secondary student teachers 
from the Education Student Services office in the College of Education. The researcher met 
with the elementary student teacher supervisors on October 20, 2003. Supervisors were 
advised of the nature of the survey and asked to provide each of their supervisees with a copy 
of the survey, memorandum, and postage paid return envelope. The memorandum attached 
to each survey summarized the nature of the survey, directions for completing the survey, 
and the confidentiality associated with completing the survey (see Appendix D). The 
memorandum asked student teachers to complete and return the survey by November 7, 
2003. Supervisors were given the opportunity to ask questions during the meeting. 
Secondary student teacher surveys were mailed to the school in which the student teacher 
was teaching. They received the same materials as elementary student teachers. 
Data Analysis 
The Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised is based on an ordinal scale. The 
dependent variables for the study were the participant's overall score and subscale scores on 
the Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised. Data analysis included descriptive 
statistics to determine means and standard deviations, analyses of variance to determine 
statistically significant differences between groups, Scheffe multiple comparison procedures 
for post hoc analysis to identify differences between groups, and linear regression for 
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identification of variables that had an impact on preservice teachers' perceptions of 
individuals with disabilities. The independent or explanatory variables were variables which 
may predict a participant's score on the Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised. The 
following forced-choice independent variables were used in this study: gender, age, race, 
median family income, urbanicity, mother's level of education, year in college, degree area, 
licensure area, prior interaction with individuals with disabilities, relationship to individual 
with disability, presence of disability in participant, anticipation of working with individuals 
with disabilities in the future, and courses taken. In addition, participants were asked to rate 
their knowledge of conditions and life circumstances of individuals with disabilities and the 
frequency of their contact with individuals with disability on a Likert-type scale. 
Several items were recoded for the purpose of data analysis. Participants were asked 
to identify their year of birth (age). However, due to the fact that many years were 
represented by only a single participant, the variable was recoded into those born between 
1931 and 1979 and those born between 1980 and 1987. Likewise, due to the small number 
of participants of different races, this variable was also recoded into white and nonwhite 
participants. The original demographic survey broke parents' level of education into nine 
categories: didn't complete high school, high school or equivalent, some college but no 
degree, vocational degree, community college degree, bachelor's degree, master's degree, 
professional degree, and doctorate. However, because some of the categories were so 
similar, the categories were recoded into seven categories; community college and vocational 
degree were merged as were professional school degree and doctorate. Participants' prior 
interaction with individuals with disabilities also had to be recoded. On the demographic 
survey participants were asked to indicate prior interactions with individuals with disabilities 
105 
as well as how they knew the individual (i.e., spouse, child, sibling, co-worker, neighbor, 
friend, acquaintance, other). A variable representing the total interactions participants had 
with individuals with disabilities was created by summing the number of categories the 
respondents checked. 
Participants had to be categorized according to their placement within the teacher 
education program. Participants who were taking courses which are prerequisites for 
methods courses were categorized as early in the program. If students were enrolled in 
methods courses, or courses in which they were required to observe and participate in the 
classroom, they were coded as being in the middle of the program. Students who were 
student teaching or had completed student teaching were coded as late in the program. The 
original demographic survey asked participants to identify their hometown zip code. This 
information was used to determine the median family income of the area. The United States 
Census Bureau website 
(http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/QTGeoSearchByListServlet7ds name=DEC 2000 SF1 
U& lang=en& ts=95723027687) was used to access the median family income of each zip 
code. 
The inferential statistical methods for data analysis described thus far were not 
appropriate for the open ended question included in the survey (Take a minute to think about 
how you developed perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Please describe the people, 
events, and/or environments that you believe have shaped your current perceptions of 
individuals with disabilities). McMillan and Schumacher (1997) described qualitative data 
analysis as an inductive process by which data are organized into categories and emerging 
categories are identified. Inductive analysis means that the researcher does not impose 
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categories or themes on data; instead the researcher allows the categories and themes to 
emerge on their own. Qualitative researchers develop coding topics and categories as they 
continually analyze the data. McMillan and Schumacher (1997) provided general guidelines 
for inductive data analysis. These guidelines were applied as the narrative data were 
analyzed. 
Once the survey was completed, participants' responses to the open-ended question 
were entered into a word processing document. The information entered included the 
participant's identification code (the same number used on survey data) and the verbatim 
response to the question. Consequently, the researcher was able to match demographic data 
to each participant's response. 
The first step in the data analysis process was to categorize participant responses. 
During the first reading of the data, the researcher noted emerging themes. Once this was 
completed, a second reading of the material was conducted. During this phase of analysis, 
the researcher began to organize responses into categories and eventually combined some of 
the categories. As in the first reading of the responses, these categories were considered to 
be preliminary and tentative. During the third reading of the responses, the researcher 
analyzed the themes by comparing and contrasting the responses. Within the various 
categories, specific topics (e.g., family member with a disability) were assigned to each 
response. Similarities and distinctions among the responses were noted as well as any 
patterns that were emerging. During the final reading, the researcher began to note the 
comprehensive picture that had emerged as a result of the previous readings. 
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CHAPTER 4. ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Perception Scale and Subscales 
Reliability 
Because the wording was changed from "mental retardation" to "individuals with 
disabilities" the internal reliability was computed for each of the subscales as well as the 
overall score to assess the reliability of the modified subscales. Alpha coefficients for the 
overall inventory and each of the subscales are displayed in Table 6. The Cronbach's alpha 
coefficient for the modified overall inventory scale indicates a high level of internal 
consistency among the individual items and supports the conceptualization that the modified 
instrument reliably measures a single underlying concept or construct. The integration-
segregation subscale and the social distance subscale were found to be highly reliable. The 
private rights subscale and the subtle derogatory beliefs subscale were moderately reliable. 
Table 6. Internal consistency coefficients for the modified MRAI-R 
Scale/Measure n items Cronbach's Alpha n subjects 
Overall Inventory 29 .90 428 
Integration-Segregation 7 .81 479 
Social Distance 8 .84 487 
Private Rights 7 .67 466 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs 7 .11 462 
Survey Results 
Mean Scores 
The mean scores for all participants on the items in the modified Mental Retardation 
Attitude Inventory-Revised are shown in Table 7. Mean scores generally fell between 3.00 
and 3.50 for both positive and negative items. Scores of three and above on positive items 
indicate agreement with the item while scores of three and above on negative items indicate 
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disagreement with the item. A descriptive analysis indicated that mean scores on the overall 
inventory ranged from 65 to 116 with a mean score of 95.37 (SD = 9.87). Individual 
subscale scores on the modified MRAI-R varied. Scores on the integration-segregation 
subscale can range from seven to 28; analysis indicated that obtained scores ranged from 13 
to 28 with a mean of 22.71 (SD = 3.18). The possible scores on the social distance subscale 
can range from eight to 32; participants' scores ranged from 21 to 32 with a mean of 28.41 
(SD = 3.05). Participants tended to have more positive scores on this subscale than on the 
other three subscales. The private rights subscale has a possible range of seven to 28. Data 
analysis indicated that participants' scores ranged from seven to 28 with a mean of 21.73 (SD 
= 3.03). Scores on this subscale tended to be less positive than on the other subscales. 
Possible scores on the subtle derogatory beliefs subscale can range from seven to 28; scores 
ranged from seven to 28 with a mean of 22.50 (SD = 2.93). 
Table 7. Mean scores on modified MRAI-R 
n M (3D) 
Q1 School officials should not place children with disabilities and children without disabilities in the same classes.* 420 3.24 (0.70) 
Q2 We should integrate people with disabilities and people without disabilities into the same neighborhoods. 418 3.40 (0.67) 
Q3 I would allow my child to accept an invitation to a birthday party for a child with a disability. 420 3.78 (0.50) 
Q4 People with disabilities are not yet ready to practice the self-control that goes with social equality with people who do not have 415 3.29 (0.57) 
disabilities.* 
Q5 I would be willing for my child to have children with disabilities as close personal friends. 420 3.66 (0.51) 
Q6 If I were a landlord, I would want to pick my tenants even if this meant only renting to people who do not have disabilities.* 412 3.21 (0.71) 
Q7 It is a good idea to have separate after-school programs for children with disabilities.* 413 2.77 (0.86) 
Q8 Regardless of his or her own views, a private nursery school director should be required to admit children with disabilities. 414 2.88 (0.81) 
Q9 Even though children with disabilities are in public schools, it is doubtful whether they will gain much from it.* 419 3.40 (0.60) 
Q10 Although social mixing of people with and without disabilities maybe right, it is impractical until people with disabilities learn to 408 3.19 (1.14) 
accept limits in their relations with the opposite sex.* 
Q11I have no objection to attending the movies or a play in the company of people with disabilities. 419 3.58 (0.59) 
Q12 Laws requiring employers not to discriminate against people with disabilities violate the rights of the individual who does not 414 3.30 (0.71) 
want to associate with people with disabilities.* 
Q13 Integrating children with and without disabilities into the same preschool classes should not be attempted because of the turmoil 419 3.41 (0.59) 
it would cause.* 
Q14 Real estate agents should be required to show homes to families regardless of the desires of the homeowners. 412 2.98 (0.83) 
Q15 I would rather not have people with disabilities as dinner guests with my friends who do not have disabilities.* 418 3.46 (0.59) 
Q16 Children with disabilities waste time playing in class instead of trying to do better.* 416 3.42 (0.56) 
Q17 Having people with and without disabilities work at the same jobsites will be beneficial to both. 418 3.37 (0.57) 
Q18 I would rather not have a person with a disability swim in the same pool that I swim in.* 418 3.64 (0.53) 
Q19 I would be willing to introduce a person with a disability to friends and neighbors in my home town. 419 3.56 (0.54) 
Q20 Campground and amusement park owners have the right to refuse to serve anyone they please, even if it means refusing people 416 3.36 (0.72) 
with disabilities.* 
Q21 The problem of prejudice toward people with disabilities has been exaggerated.* 407 2.99 (0.67) 
Q22 If I were a barber or beauty shop owner I would be willing to be told that I had to serve people with disabilities. 416 3.29 (0.64) 
Q23 Assigning high school students with and without disabilities to the same classes is more trouble than it is worth.* 418 3.28 (0.60) 
Q24 I would be willing to go to a competent barber or hairdresser who has a disability. 417 3.14 (0.68) 
Q25 Even with equality of social opportunity, people with disabilities could not show themselves equal in social situations to people 406 3.12 (0.60) 
who do not have a disability.* 
Q26 Even though people with disabilities have some cause for complaint, they would get what they want if they were more patient.* 416 3.10 (0.61) 
Q27 I would rather not have people who have a disability live in the same apartment building I live in.* 418 3.60 (0.53) 
Q28 A person should not be permitted to run a day care center if he or she will not serve children with disabilities. 412 2.70 (0.79) 
Q29 A child with a disability should not be integrated into regular classes in school. 415 3.26 (0.67) 
* Reverse Scored Items. Positive items are scored as SD=1, D=2, A=3, SA=4. Negative items are scored as SD=4, D=3, A=2, SA=1 
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Do Preservice Teachers in Different Majors Differ in their Perceptions of 
Students with Disabilities? 
A primary purpose of this research was to determine whether preservice teachers in 
different majors within the teacher education program differed in their perceptions of 
students with disabilities. There are three types of majors in Iowa State University's teacher 
education program: early childhood education, elementary education, and secondary 
education. Early childhood education majors are students who are enrolled in the Birth-
Grade 3 early childhood education program. These students receive a unified degree in early 
childhood education and special education. Elementary education majors are students 
pursuing K-6 certification. A subgroup within the elementary education major is students 
who are pursuing a special education endorsement. These students are referred to as 
elementary education - special education majors and are pursuing certification in both 
elementary education and K-6 multicategorical special education. Secondary education 
majors are students interested in receiving certification in content areas at the 7-12 or K-12 
(i.e., music, art, physical education) levels. 
Mean scores for students in each major on the overall inventory as well as each of the 
subscales are presented in Table 8. One might expect that preservice teachers majoring in 
elementary education - special education would have the highest mean score on the overall 
inventory scale as well as each of the subscales because of the number of special education 
courses they are required to take; however, this was not the case. Across all of the scales, 
early childhood education majors had the most positive perceptions followed by elementary 
education-special education majors, elementary education majors, and secondary education 
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majors. The only exception to this pattern was on the social distance subscale where 
secondary education majors had slightly higher mean scores than elementary education 
majors. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that there were significant differences 
for all five scales between groups based on major (Table 9). A Scheffe multiple comparison 
procedure was used to pinpoint exactly which groups differed in their perceptions (Table 10). 
Early childhood education majors had significantly higher mean scores than elementary and 
secondary education majors on the overall scale and all four subscales. Early childhood 
education majors' scores were not significantly different from elementary education-special 
education on any of the scales. Elementary education-special education majors had 
significantly higher mean scores than elementary education and secondary education majors 
on the overall scale and on the integration-segregation and private rights subscales. They 
were not significantly different from elementary education and secondary education majors 
on the social distance and subtle derogatory beliefs subscales. Elementary education majors 
and secondary education majors did not differ significantly in their mean scores on any of the 
scales. 
Table 8. Mean scores by major 
Major 
Scale" ECEb EEC EE-SpEd" SecEDc 
n M SO n M SD n M SD n M SD 
Overall 78 101.60 (10.12) 159 93.71 (8.56) 34 98.74 (9.40) 149 93.11 (9.65) 
INSE 78 25.01 ( 3.07) 159 22.23 (2.96) 34 24.16 (2.38) 149 21.69 (2.93) 
SDIS 78 29.50 ( 2 51) 159 28.02 (2.93) 34 29.18 (3.00) 149 28.10 (3.29) 
PRRT 78 23.29 ( 3.28) 159 21.28 (2.65) 34 22.88 (3.00) 149 21.13 (2.96) 
SUDB 78 23.80 ( 2.93) 159 22.17 (2.84) 34 22.50 (2.68) 149 22.16 (2.91) 
"INSE = Integration-Segregation, SDIS = Social Distance, PRRT = Private Rights, SUDB = Subtle Derogatory Beliefs. bECE = Early 
Childhood Education. °EE = Elementary Education. dEE-SpEd = Elementary Education - Special Education. 'SecEd = Secondary 
Education. 
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Table 9. One-way AVOVA results for overall inventory and subscales by major 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Overall Score Between Groups 4615.70 3 1538.57 17.67 .000 
Within Groups 36166.68 416 86.94 
Total 40782.37 419 
Integration-Segregation Between Groups 674.85 3 224.95 26.24 .000 
Within Groups 3565.99 416 8.57 
Total 4240.84 419 
Social Distance Between Groups 151.35 3 50.45 5.62 .001 
Within Groups 3735.93 416 8.98 
Total 3887.29 419 
Private Rights Between Groups 320.91 3 106.97 12.58 .000 
Within Groups 3536.28 416 8.50 
Total 385719 419 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs Between Groups 165.90 3 55.30 6.72 .000 
Within Groups 3422.17 416 8.23 
Total 3588.07 419 
Table 10. Scheffe multiple comparison results by major 
EE EE-SPED SE 
Mean 
Diff. 
Sig. Mean 
Diff. 
Sig. Mean 
Diff. 
Sig. 
Overall Score ECE 7.89* .000 2.86 .526 8.49* .000 
EE -5.03* .045 0.60 .956 
EE-SPED 5.63* .019 
Integration- ECE 2.78* .000 0.85 .570 3.32* .000 
Segregation EE -1.93* .008 0.54 .456 
EE-SPED 2.46* .000 
Social Distance ECE 1.48* .006 0.32 965 1.40* .011 
EE -1.16 .244 -0.08 .997 
EE-SPED 1.08 .309 
Private Rights ECE 2.01* .000 0.41 .927 2.16* .000 
EE -1.60* .038 0.15 .978 
EE-SPED 1.75* .020 
Subtle ECE 1.63* .001 1.29 188 1.64* .001 
Derogatory EE -0.34 .943 0.01 1.000 
Beliefs EE-SPED 0.34 .940 
ECE=EarIy Childhood Education, EE=Elementary Education, EE-SPED=Elementary Education-Special Education, 
SE=Secondary Education 
* Significant at .05 level 
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In summary, preservice teachers in different majors do vary in their perceptions of 
students with disabilities. Early childhood education means were significantly more positive 
than elementary education majors and secondary education majors on the overall inventory 
scale as well as all four of the subscales. The means of preservice teachers majoring in 
elementary education with a special education endorsement were not statistically different 
than early childhood education majors, but they were significantly more positive than 
preservice teachers in elementary education and secondary education on the overall scale, 
integration-segregation and private rights subscales. 
Do Preservice Teachers at Varying Places in the Teacher Education Program 
Hold Differing Perceptions of Students with Disabilities? 
To determine whether participants in varying stages of the teacher education program 
held significantly different perceptions of students with disabilities, the researcher had to 
categorize participants as either early in the program, middle of the program, or late in the 
program. The method used to categorize students was previously discussed in the methods 
section. 
One might anticipate that preservice teachers in the late stages of their education 
would have more positive perceptions of students with disabilities due to their increased 
experience in the classroom and working with diverse groups of students. Means for 
preservice teachers in the early, middle, and late stages of the teacher education program are 
presented in Table 11. Preservice teachers in the middle of the program had the highest 
mean scores followed by those late in the program and early in the program, respectively, on 
the overall inventory as well as each of the subscales. The results of an ANOVA (Table 12) 
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determined that there were significant differences between groups on the overall scale as well 
as each of the subscales. 
Table 11. Mean scores by placement in program 
Major 
Scale Early in Program Middle of Program Late in Program 
n M SD n M SD n M SD 
Overall 161 93.21 (8.71) 200 97.19 (10.49) 46 95.40 ( 9.86) 
INSE 161 22.09 ( 3.00) 200 23.24 ( 3.31) 46 22.75 ( 2.94) 
SDIS 161 27.96 ( 3.01) 200 28.78 ( 3.07) 46 28.37 ( 3.01) 
PRRT 161 21.22 ( 2.92) 200 22.20 ( 3.04) 46 21.47 ( 3.31) 
SUDB 161 21.92 ( 2.54) 200 22.97 ( 3.00) 46 22.75 ( 3.59) 
Table 12. One-way AVOVA results for overall inventory and subscales by placement wit] 
program 
Sum of 
Squares Of 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Overall Score Between Groups 1414.35 2 707.18 7.44 .001 
Within Groups 38406.10 404 95.07 
Total 39820.45 406 
Integration-Segregation Between Groups 116.48 2 58.24 5.87 .003 
Within Groups 4010.49 404 9 93 
Total 4126.97 406 
Social Distance Between Groups 59.77 2 29 88 3.23 .041 
Within Groups 3740.08 404 9 26 
Total 3799.85 406 
Private Rights Between Groups 88.82 2 44.41 4.85 .008 
Within Groups 3699.06 404 9.16 
Total 3787.88 406 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs Between Groups 100.37 2 50.18 5.95 .003 
Within Groups 3410.01 404 8.44 
Total 3510.38 406 
Once again a Scheffe multiple comparison analysis was used to determine pairs of 
means that were significantly different from one another (Table 13). The mean scores of 
participants in the middle of the program were significantly higher than those early in the 
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program on the overall inventory as well as the subscales with the exception of the social 
distance subscale. It appears that preservice teachers taking methods courses have more 
positive perceptions of students with disabilities than students who are just beginning their 
education coursework. While student teachers tended to have more positive perceptions than 
students in the beginning stages of the teacher education program, the differences were not 
statistically significant. The mean scores of participants in the middle and at the end of the 
teacher education program were not significantly different. 
Table 13. Scheffe multiple comparison results by placement in teacher education program 
Scale Placement Early Middle 
Mean 
Diff. 
Sig. Mean 
Diff. 
Sig. 
Overall Score Middle 3.98 * .006 
Late 218 .413 -1.80 .526 
Integration-Segregation Middle 1.14* .015 
Late 0.49 .635 0.49 .635 
Social Distance Middle 0.82 .078 
Late 0.41 .723 -0.41 .742 
Private Rights Middle 0.98* .032 
Late 0.25 .945 -0.73 .353 
Subtle Derogatory Belief Middle 1.05* .016 
Late 0.83 .260 -0.22 .965 
* Significant at the .05 level 
Because it was surprising that preservice teachers in the middle of the teacher 
education program had more positive perceptions of students with disabilities, further 
analyses were conducted to see if these findings held across majors. Separate ANOVAs 
were conducted for early childhood education, elementary education, and secondary 
education majors. There were significant differences between placement groups for 
preservice teachers in early childhood education on the overall  inventory (i7(2,75) = 9.35, p < 
.005), integration-segregation subscale (F(2,75) = 10.89,/» < .005), social distance subscale 
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(F(2,75) = 3.15,p = .049), private rights subscale (F(2,75) = 4.6,p = .01), and subtle 
derogatory beliefs subscale (F(2,75) = 9.42,/? < .005). A Scheffe multiple comparison 
procedure identified significant mean differences between early childhood education 
participants in the middle of the program and those early in the program. Preservice early 
childhood preservice teachers in the middle of the program had significantly more positive 
perceptions than preservice teachers early in the program on the overall scale (mean 
difference 9.34,p < .005), integration-segregation subscale (mean difference 2.98, p < .005), 
social distance subscale (mean difference 1.45,p = .049), private rights subscale (mean 
difference 2.25, p = .013),  and subtle derogatory beliefs subscale (mean difference 2.68, p < 
.005). ANOVAs of elementary education and secondary education majors were not 
consistent with the previous findings. These analyses resulted in no significant differences 
between groups on the overall scale or any of the subscales. 
Another aspect of the research question regarding the influence of the teacher 
education program was to determine if any specific courses had an impact on preservice 
teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. Regression analysis was used to 
determine if perceptions of students were associated with the completion of specific courses 
and if so which ones. Little, if any, research exists related to this issue; therefore, the data 
obtained from the linear regression must be considered exploratory. All possible course 
predictor variables for each major were separately entered into a full model and a backward 
elimination regression method was used for each major. The backward elimination 
regression model eliminates variables based of the smallest change in R2 in each subsequent 
model. The researcher used the SPSS default procedure, which removes variables from the 
model if the observed significance level for their coefficients are greater than or equal to .10. 
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Two models were examined for each major: an optimal model and a final model. The 
optimal model was the model that explained the greatest proportion of variance in the 
participants' perceptions. The final model was the model that provided the most 
parsimonious solution by explaining the greatest amount of variance with the least number of 
variables. 
The results for the early childhood education majors are presented in Table 14. In the 
optimal model 34.8 percent of the variation in overall scores was explained by participants' 
completion of a set of 14 courses. These course variables were found to be significant 
predictors of preservice teachers' scores on the overall inventory (R2 = .35), F(14, 63) = 3.94, 
p < .001. On the final model, 34.6 percent of the variance in early childhood education 
preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities is explained by participants' 
completion of just two courses: Strategies for Teaching and Practicum and Classroom 
Assessment of Diverse Learners in the Primary Grades. These course variables were found 
to be significant predictors of preservice teachers' scores on the overall inventory (R2 = .35), 
F(2, 75) = 21.43,p < .001. Among the individual predictor variables, Strategies for Teaching 
and Practicum (b = 12.72) was associated with an increase in perception; whereas, Classroom 
Assessment of Diverse Learners in the Primary Grades (b = -7.75) was associated with a 
decrease in perception scores. Based on the regression results, the argument can be made 
that one would expect with the completion of Strategies for Teaching and Practicum there 
would be an estimated increase of 12.72 points in preservice teachers' overall scores on the 
modified Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised. Similarly, one would expect that 
with the completion of Classroom Assessment of Diverse Learners in the Primary Grades 
there would be an estimated decrease of 7.75 points. 
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Table 14. Regressions of early childhood education preservice teachers' perceptions toward 
students with disabilities on courses - Overall inventory scale 
Independent Optimal Model Final Model 
Variables Est. Std. Est. Std. 
Error Error 
Early Childhood Education 
CI 201 Instructional Technology - 1.29 3.37 
CI 204 Social Foundation of American Education 2.99 4.26 
CI 250 Education of the Exceptional Learner 6.60 149 
HDFS 340 Assessment & Curricula - Birth thru 2 - 4.65 3.42 
CI 245/268 Strategies for Teaching & Practicum 25.23 10.20 12.72 1.95 
CI 333 Educational Psychology - 4.44 157 
HDFS 343 Assessment & Programming - 3 thru 6 - 8.14 8.89 
HDFS 345 Adapting Programming in Inclusive Setting 4.70 5.34 
HDFS 455 Curricula for Ages 3-6 years 1.16 183 
HDFS 456 Family Focused Services Young Children - .98 4.37 
CI 406 Multicultural Gender Fair Education - 156 139 
SpEd 355 Classroom Assessment of Diverse Learners - 9.97 4.65 - 7.75 136 
CI 367 Teaching Literacy in Primary Grades - 1.43 4.26 
CI 449 Teaching Science in the Primary Grades 8.84 6.34 
R2 348 346 
For the elementary education participants, the optimal model accounted for only 
seven percent of the variation in overall scores. This model, presented in Table 15, included 
a set of eight courses. These course variables were found to be significant predictors of 
preservice teachers' scores on the overall inventory (R2=.07), /7(8,184)=1.67,/? = .110. The 
final model, which accounted for four percent of the variance in elementary education 
preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities, included a single course, 
Teaching of Mathematics. This course variable was found to be a significant predictor of 
preservice teachers' scores on the overall inventory (R2 = .04), F(1, 191) = 8.24,p = .005. 
Teaching of Mathematics (b = 3.72) was associated with higher scores on the modified 
Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised, or more positive perceptions. Based on the 
regression results, one would expect that the completion of Teaching of Mathematics would 
be associated with an increase of about 3.72 points on the overall scale. 
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Table 15. Regressions of elementary education preservice teachers' perceptions toward 
students with disabilities on courses - Overall inventory scale 
Independent Optimal Model Final Model 
Variables Est. Std. Est. Std. 
Error Error 
Elementary Education (including Special Education) 
CI 201 Instructional Technology .49 1.95 
CI 204 Social Foundation of American Education - .76 2.19 
CI 250 Education of the Exceptional Learner - 1.30 2.05 
HDFS 240 or Engl 394 Literature for Children - 1.94 1.98 
CI 406 Multicultural Gender Fair Education 1.16 2.56 
CI 448 Teaching of Mathematics K-6 5.02 2.35 
CI 378 Teaching of Reading and Writing - Int. 5.17 5.36 
CI 443 The Teaching of Social Studies - 7 . 6 6  5.34 
R2 .07 !Ô4 
Determining which courses explain the greatest amount of variance in secondary 
education preservice teachers' perceptions was somewhat more difficult than early childhood 
education and elementary education preservice teachers. Secondary education teachers take 
many of their teacher education courses within their content area. There are only six courses 
that are common to all secondary teachers: Instructional Technology, Social Foundations of 
American Education, Educational Psychology, Multicultural Gender Fair Education, Senior 
Seminar, and Principles of Secondary Teaching. Instead of entering every secondary 
education course into the model, only these common courses were entered into the model. In 
the optimal model, four percent of the variance in secondary education participants' scores 
was accounted for by a set of five courses (R2 = .03), F(5,143) = 1.15,/? = .337. In the final 
model three percent of the variance in secondary education preservice teachers' perceptions 
of students with disabilities was explained by participants' completion of Educational 
Psychology (Table 16). This variable was found to be a significant predictor of secondary 
education preservice teachers '  scores on the overall  inventory (R2  = .03),  F(7, 147) = 4.02, p 
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= .047. This course (b = 3.24) was associated with an increase in scores on the modified 
Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised. Based on the regression results, the 
argument can be made that one would expect the completion of Educational Psychology to 
be associated with an estimated increase of 3.24 in the overall score. 
Table 16. Regressions of secondary education preservice teachers' perceptions toward 
students with disabilities on courses - Overall inventory scale 
Independent 
Variables 
Optimal Model 
Est. Std. 
Error 
Est. 
Final Model 
Std. 
Error 
Secondary Education 
CI 201 Instructional Technology 
CI 333 Educational Psychology 
CI 406 Multicultural Gender Fair Education 
CI 415 Senior Seminar 
R 
CI 426 Principles of Secondary Education 
1.90 2.00 
3.95 1.94 
1.70 2.66 
7.80 10.26 
8.76 9.85 
.04 
3.24 1.62 
.03 
For each of the three majors, the optimal linear regression model contained many 
more courses than the final model. However, very little of the variance in preservice 
teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities can be explained by their completion of 
specific courses within the teacher education program. Thirty-five percent of the variance 
was explained by completion of specific teacher education courses in early childhood 
education. Less than 10% of the variance was explained by completion of specific courses in 
elementary education and secondary education. 
Do Preservice Teachers Have Different Perceptions of Students with Disabilities 
Based on the Number of Field Experiences They Have Taken? 
One might expect a positive relationship between preservice teachers' perceptions of 
students with disabilities and their participation in increased field experiences. Preservice 
teachers participate in field experiences as part of their enrollment in many methods courses. 
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Because including students with disabilities in general education classes is prevalent, the 
majority of preservice teachers will interact with and teach students with disabilities as part 
of a field experience. Accordingly, a primary aim of the research was to determine whether 
preservice teachers had different perceptions of students with disabilities based on the 
number of field experiences they had taken. 
The number of field experiences was computed by adding up the total number of 
methods courses the participant had completed or was enrolled in at the time of this study. A 
majority of the participants (59%) had not completed or were not currently enrolled in a 
methods course during the semester of this study. Over one-quarter (31%) of the participants 
had completed or were enrolled in one or two methods course. The remaining participants 
(10%) had completed or were enrolled in three or more methods courses. 
An interesting trend emerged in mean scores based on participants' number of field 
experiences, which are presented in Table 17. The highest and second highest perception 
scores were obtained by participants with either two or five field experiences. As one might 
expect, participants with no field experiences consistently had the lowest mean scores. An 
ANOVA was performed to determine whether there were statistically significant differences 
in mean scores based on the number of field experiences (Table 18). With the exception of 
the social distance subscale there were significant differences between groups on each of the 
other scales. 
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Table 17. Mean scores by number of field experiences 
Number of Field 
Experiences n M 3D 
Overall Score 0 250 93.57 (9.05) 
1 53 94.89 (11.62) 
2 76 100.92 (9.60) 
3 8 97.25 (9.04) 
4 28 95.61 (8.48) 
5 5 102.00 (11.55) 
Integration-Segregation 0 250 22.10 (3.00) 
1 53 22.21 (3.42) 
2 76 24.67 (2.94) 
3 8 24.25 (3.01) 
4 28 23.05 (2.68) 
5 5 24.60 (3.51) 
Social Distance 0 250 28.14 (3.07) 
1 53 28.49 (3.41) 
2 76 29.24 (2.62) 
3 8 28.25 (3.37) 
4 28 28.29 (2.93) 
5 5 29.60 (2.79) 
Private Rights 0 250 21.35 (2.95) 
1 53 21.50 (3.24) 
2 76 23.08 (2.96) 
3 8 22.25 (2.44) 
4 28 21.38 (2.43) 
5 5 23.60 (4.72) 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs 0 250 21.95 (2.74) 
1 53 22.66 (2.89) 
2 76 23.94 (2.67) 
3 8 22.50 2.507 
4 28 22.80 (4.03) 
5 5 24.20 (2.39) 
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Table 18. One-way ANOVA results for number of field experiences 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Overall Score Between Groups 3418.05 5 683.61 7.57 .000 
Within Groups 37364.33 414 90.25 
Total 40782.37 419 
Integration-Segregation Between Groups 439.92 5 87.98 9.58 .000 
Within Groups 3800.92 414 9.18 
Total 4240.84 419 
Social Distance Between Groups 77.72 5 15.55 1.69 .136 
Within Groups 3809.56 414 9.20 
Total 3887.29 419 
Private Rights Between Groups 199.65 5 39.93 4.52 .001 
Within Groups 3657.54 414 8.84 
Total 3857.19 419 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs Between Groups 251.90 5 50.38 6.25 .000 
Within Groups 3336.17 414 8.06 
Total 3588.07 419 
The Scheffe multiple comparison procedure indicated that preservice teachers with 
two field experiences had significantly more positive mean scores than those with zero or one 
field experiences on the overall inventory scale (mean differences of 1.36, p = .000, and 6.04, 
p = .029) and integration-segregation subscale (mean differences of 2.58, p =.000, and 2.46, 
p — .001). Similarly, preservice teachers with two field experiences had significantly higher 
mean scores than those with zero field experiences on the private rights (mean difference of 
1.73, p = .002) and subtle derogatory beliefs (mean difference of 1.99, p = .000) subscales. 
None of the other differences proved to be statistically significant. 
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Are Basic Demographic Factors Associated with Preservice Teachers ' Perceptions 
of Students with Disabilities? 
A primary aim of this research was to find out if basic demographic factors were 
associated with preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. The following 
demographic factors were of interest: gender, year of birth, race, urbanicity, median family 
income of hometown, mother and father's level of education, year in college, anticipated 
involvement with students with disabilities, major, presence of a disability, general 
knowledge of conditions and life experiences of persons with disabilities, frequency of 
contact with persons with disabilities, and prior interaction with individuals with disabilities. 
Results for each of these variables are described in the sections that follow. 
Gender 
Three hundred thirty one female and eighty nine male preservice teachers participated 
in the study. Females had higher mean scores than males on all subscales as well as the 
overall inventory scale (Table 19). A one-way ANOVA indicated that the differences 
between females and males were significant at the .05 level for all scales with the exception 
of the social distance and subtle derogatory beliefs subscales (Table 20). 
Table 19. Mean scores by gender 
Scale Female Male 
n M SD n M SD 
Overall Score 331 96.31 (9.82) 89 91.88 (9.29) 
Integration-Segregation 331 23.10 (3.12) 89 21.28 (3.00) 
Social Distance 331 28.56 (2.97) 89 27.86 (3.26) 
Private Rights 331 22.00 (2.98) 89 20.72 (3.05) 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs 331 22.64 (2.98) 89 21.97 (2.68) 
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Table 20. One-way ANOVA results for gender 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Square F Sig. 
Overall Score Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
1376.59 
39405.78 
40782.37 
1 
418 
419 
1376.59 
94.27 
14.60 .000 
Integration-Segregation Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
231.58 
4009.27 
4240.84 
1 
418 
419 
231.58 
9.59 
24.14 .000 
Social Distance Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
35.10 
3852.19 
3887.29 
1 
418 
419 
35.10 
9.23 
3.81 .052 
Private Rights Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
114.26 
3742.93 
3857.19 
1 
418 
419 
114.26 
8.95 
12.76 .000 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
31.01 
3557.06 
3588.07 
1 
418 
419 
31.02 
8.51 
3.64 .057 
Year of Birth 
The means of the two groups can be found in Table 21. ANOVA results indicated 
that there were no significant differences between groups on the overall scale or any of the 
subscales. 
Table 21. Mean scores by year of birth 
Scale 1931 - 1979 1980 - 1987 
n M 5D n M SD 
Overall 45 94.92 (10.63) 365 95.51 (9.80) 
INSE 45 22.32 (3.30) 365 22.79 (3.17) 
SDIS 45 28.44 (3.12) 365 28.41 (3.05) 
PRRT 45 21.59 (2.86) 365 21.79 (3.00) 
SUDB 45 22.53 (3.72) 365 22.50 (2.83) 
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Race 
Four hundred fifteen of the 420 participating preservice teachers indicated their race. 
While participants could check more than one race, no one indicated they were of multiple 
races. Four hundred two of the participants were white, three were African American, five 
were Asian or Asian American, three were Latino/Latina, and two were Native American. 
Because of the small number of participants of different races (a total of 13 participants), 
further analyses was not performed. 
Urbanicity 
The majority of the participants (67%) came from small towns or rural areas. A 
smaller percentage of participants (33%) came from suburban or urban areas. Participants 
from urban and suburban areas had higher mean scores on the overall scale as well as the 
social distance scale (Table 22). Participants from small towns and suburban areas had 
higher mean scores on the integration-segregation and private rights subscales. On the subtle 
derogatory beliefs subscale, participants from small towns and urban areas had the highest 
mean scores. A series of ANOVAs were conducted to identify significant differences based 
on urbanicity. A significant difference was identified between urbanicity groups on the 
subtle derogatory beliefs subscale (Table 23). The Scheffe multiple comparison procedure 
indicated that the mean differences between groups on the subtle derogatory beliefs subscale 
was not significant. This result was likely due to the conservative nature of the Scheffe in 
identifying group differences. To further explore the differences identified in the ANOVA 
results, a Fisher Least Significant Difference multiple comparison procedure was conducted. 
Participants from small towns had significantly higher mean scores than those from rural 
areas (mean difference of .84,= .016). Likewise, participants from suburban areas and 
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urban areas had higher mean scores than those in rural districts with mean differences of .78 
(p = .049) and 1.17 (p = .021) respectively. 
Table 22. Mean scores by urbanicity 
Scale Rural Small Town Suburban Urban 
n M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD 
Overall 124 94.11 (9.50) 154 95.44 (10.45) 94 96.79 (9.60) 44 96.23 (8.39) 
INSE 124 22.70 (3.06) 154 22.67 (3.26) 94 22.97 (3.11) 44 22.39 (3.36) 
SDIS 124 28.10 (3.02) 154 28.29 (3.25) 94 28.83 (2.76) 44 29.11 (2.66) 
PRRT 124 21.41 (3.02) 154 21.69 (3.12) 94 22.26 (3.01) 44 21.67 (2.79) 
SUDB 124 21.91 (2.65) 154 22.75 (3.27) 94 22.69 (2.67) 44 23.08 (2.49) 
Table 23. One-way ANOVA results for urbanicity 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Square F Sig. 
Overall Score Between Groups 417.173 3 139.058 1.454 .226 
Within Groups 39390.933 412 95.609 
Total 39808.106 415 
Integration-Segregation Between Groups 11.262 3 3.754 .371 .774 
Within Groups 4163.634 412 10.106 
Total 4174.895 415 
Social Distance Between Groups 52.553 3 17.518 1.929 .124 
Within Groups 3741.308 412 9.081 
Total 3793.862 415 
Private Rights Between Groups 40.202 3 13.401 1.459 .225 
Within Groups 3784.761 412 9.186 
Total 3824.962 415 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs Between Groups 71.239 3 23.746 2.854 .037 
Within Groups 3427.511 412 8.319 
Total 3498.751 415 
Parents' Level of Education 
The researcher was interested in exploring the possibility that parental level of 
education had an impact on participants' perceptions of students with disabilities. 
Participants whose mothers had a professional school degree or doctorate had higher mean 
scores on the overall scale as well as each of the subscales. In addition, participants whose 
128 
mothers did not complete high school had the lowest mean scores on the overall scale, 
integration-segregation, social distance, and subtle derogatory beliefs subscales. Participants 
whose mothers had a bachelor's degree had the lowest mean score on the private rights 
subscale (Table 24). An ANOVA was conducted to determine whether there were significant 
differences between levels of education. No significant differences were found between 
groups. 
Table 24. Mean scores by mother's level of education 
Scale Level of Education n M SD 
Overall Score Didn't complete high school 4 89.25 (18.64) 
High school or equivalent 107 95.15 (8.92) 
Some college, but no degree 69 96.08 (9.26) 
Vocational degree/Community College 64 96.17 (10.03) 
Bachelor's Degree 122 94.82 (10.28) 
Master's Degree 47 95.56 (10.92) 
Professional school degree or Doctorate 4 99.75 (4.99) 
Integration-Segregation Didn't complete high school 4 20.50 (4.66) 
High school or equivalent 107 22.47 (2.69) 
Some college, but no degree 69 23.26 (3.02) 
Vocational degree/Community College 64 22.76 (3.31) 
Bachelor's Degree 122 22.75 (3.49) 
Master's Degree 47 22.56 (3.36) 
Professional school degree or Doctorate 4 23.50 (1.29) 
Social Distance Didn't complete high school 4 27.50 (3.70) 
High school or equivalent 107 28.33 (2.91) 
Some college, but no degree 69 28.52 (3.09) 
Vocational degree/Community College 64 28.70 (3.04) 
Bachelor's Degree 122 28.25 (3.13) 
Master's Degree 47 28.53 (3.22) 
Professional school degree or Doctorate 4 29.25 (1.26) 
Private Rights Didn't complete high school 4 21.75 (2.22) 
High school or equivalent 107 21.70 (3.17) 
Some college, but no degree 69 21.74 (2.76) 
Vocational degree/Community College 64 22.23 (2.95) 
Bachelor's Degree 122 21.47 (3.01) 
Master's Degree 47 21.61 (3.36) 
Professional school degree or Doctorate 4 22.50 (2.38) 
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Table 24. (continued) 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs Didn't complete high school 4 19.50 (8.89) 
High school or equivalent 107 22.61 (2.99) 
Some college, but no degree 69 22.56 (2.69) 
Vocational degree/Community College 64 22.46 (2.64) 
Bachelor's Degree 122 22.33 (2.81) 
Master's Degree 47 22.85 (3.02) 
Professional school degree or Doctorate 4 24.50 (2.38) 
A similar analysis was performed on father's level of education. The mean scores for 
father's level of education are provided in Table 25. Participants whose fathers had a 
professional school degree or doctorate had higher mean scores on the overall scale, social 
distance, and subtle derogatory beliefs subscales. On the integration-segregation subscale, 
participants whose fathers had a high school diploma or equivalent had the highest mean 
score while participants whose fathers had a master's degree had the highest mean score on 
the private rights subscale. With the exception of the private rights subscale, participants 
whose father did not complete high school had the lowest mean scores. Interestingly, on the 
private rights subscale participants whose fathers had a professional school degree or 
doctorate had the lowest mean score. An ANOVA was used to determine whether the mean 
scores between groups were significant at the .05 level. No significant differences between 
mean scores were found on the overall scale or any of the subscales. 
Table 25. Mean scores by father's level of education 
Scale Level of Education n M SD 
Overall Score Didn't complete high school 13 92.54 (1.196 
High school or equivalent 93 96.64 (9.48) 
Some college, but no degree 70 94.87 (9.25) 
Vocational degree/Community College 65 94.30 (9.84) 
Bachelor's Degree 109 94.90 (10.52) 
Master's Degree 42 95.77 (10.07) 
Professional school degree or Doctorate 25 96.65 (9.23) 
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Table 25. (continued) 
Scale Level of Education n M SD 
Integration-Segregation Didn't complete high school 13 21.58 (2.68) 
High school or equivalent 93 23.30 (2.98) 
Some college, but no degree 70 22.60 (3.05) 
Vocational degree/Community College 65 22.27 (3.50) 
Bachelor's Degree 109 22.65 (3.38) 
Master's Degree 42 22.59 (2.93) 
Professional school degree or Doctorate 25 22.76 (3.07) 
Social Distance Didn't complete high school 13 27.92 (3.48) 
High school or equivalent 93 28.63 (2.74) 
Some college, but no degree 70 28.20 (3.22) 
Vocational degree/Community College 65 28.29 (3.14) 
Bachelor's Degree 109 28.16 (3.17) 
Master's Degree 42 28.79 (3.01) 
Professional school degree or Doctorate 25 29.04 (2.78) 
Private Rights Didn't complete high school 13 21.80 (2.46) 
High school or equivalent 93 21.79 (3.28) 
Some college, but no degree 70 21.68 (2.96) 
Vocational degree/Community College 65 21.59 (2.92) 
Bachelor's Degree 109 21.72 (2.98) 
Master's Degree 42 21.91 (3.21) 
Professional school degree or Doctorate 25 21.42 (3.08) 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs Didn't complete high school 13 21.15 (4.72) 
High school or equivalent 93 22.91 (3.16) 
Some college, but no degree 70 22.38 (2.70) 
Vocational degree/Community College 65 22.11 (2.54) 
Bachelor's Degree 109 22.36 (2.98) 
Master's Degree 42 22.44 (2.62) 
Professional school degree or Doctorate 25 23.44 (2.58) 
Year in College 
One might expect that as preservice teachers progress through college, their 
perceptions of students with disabilities would become more positive. Participants were 
asked to indicate their classification: first year, sophomore, junior, senior, or graduate 
student. Participants included 50 first year students, 100 sophomores, 135 juniors, 123 
seniors, and 7 graduate students. 
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An interesting trend appeared in participants with the highest and lowest mean scores 
on each of the subscales as well as the overall inventory scale. Seniors had the highest mean 
scores on the overall inventory scale and each of the subscales. Thus, it appears that 
perceptions do improve as preservice teachers progress through the teacher education 
program. There was a similar trend regarding participants with the lowest mean scores. 
Graduate students had the lowest mean score on the integration-segregation, private rights, 
subtle derogatory, and overall inventory scale; however, sophomores had the lowest mean 
score on the social distance scale. Graduate students' mean scores must be interpreted in 
light of the small number of participants in this category (Table 26). If one ignores graduate 
student mean scores, sophomores have the lowest mean scores on the overall scale as well as 
each of the subscales. 
Table 26. Mean scores by year in college 
Scale Year in college n Mean SD 
Overall Score First year 50 94.09 (8.55) 
Sophomore 100 91.99 (8.86) 
Junior 135 96.48 (9.60) 
Senior 123 97.72 (10.75) 
Graduate 7 88.29 (5.06) 
Integration-Segregati on First year 50 22.09 (3.17) 
Sophomore 100 21.88 (2.98) 
Junior 135 22.90 (3.11) 
Senior 123 23.54 (3.21) 
Graduate 7 19.86 (1.86) 
Social Distance First year 50 28.18 (2.88) 
Sophomore 100 27.56 (3.19) 
Junior 135 28.79 (2.86) 
Senior 123 28.73 (3.11) 
Graduate 7 28.00 (2.58) 
Private Rights First year 50 21.63 (2.66) 
Sophomore 100 21.00 (2.73) 
Junior 135 22.01 (3.14) 
Senior 123 22.29 (3.01) 
Graduate 7 19.57 (2.44) 
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Table 26. (continued) 
Scale Year in college n Mean SD 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs First year 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Graduate 
50 
100 
135 
123 
7 
22.12 
21.55 
22.76 
23.13 
20.86 
(2.50) 
(2.55) 
(2.63) 
(3.49) 
(0.90) 
Similar to all demographic variables, an ANOVA was conducted to determine if there 
were significant differences between participants' scores based on their year in the program. 
The ANOVA results verified that there were significant differences between groups on the 
overall scale as well as all of the subscales (Table 27). A Scheffe multiple comparison 
procedure was used to determine which groups had significant mean differences at the .05 
level. The mean differences between participants in their junior year and those in their 
sophomore year were 4.49 (p = .015) on the overall inventory scale, 1.23 (p = .049) on the 
social distance subscale, and 1.23 (p = .039) on the subtle derogatory subscale, with juniors 
having more positive perceptions of students with disabilities. There were also significant 
mean differences between participants in their senior year and sophomores. The mean 
differences between participants in their senior year and those in their sophomore year were 
5.73 (p = .001) on the overall inventory scale, 1.66 (p = .004) on the integration-segregation 
subscale, 1.29 (p = .032) on the private rights subscale, and 1.58 (p = .032) on the subtle 
derogatory beliefs subscale. Seniors had more positive perceptions than sophomores. 
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Table 27. One-way ANOVA results for year in college 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Overall Score Between Groups 2421.19 4 605.30 6.54 .000 
Within Groups 37957.00 410 92.58 
Total 40378.18 414 
Integration-Segregation Between Groups 234.13 4 58.53 6.08 .000 
Within Groups 3946.11 410 9.63 
Total 4180.25 414 
Social Distance Between Groups 108.52 4 27.13 2.98 .019 
Within Groups 3733.62 410 9.11 
Total 3842.14 414 
Private Rights Between Groups 135.30 4 33.83 3.92 .004 
Within Groups 3541.65 410 8.64 
Total 3676.95 414 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs Between Groups 173.58 4 43.39 5.28 .000 
Within Groups 3370.87 410 8.22 
Total 3544.45 414 
Prior Interaction 
Prior interactions with individuals with disabilities are likely to influence the 
perceptions preservice teachers hold regarding students with disabilities. In general, 
participants who reported multiple categories of interactions with individuals with disabilities 
(i.e., spouse, child, sibling, co-worker, neighbor, friend, acquaintance) had higher mean 
scores, while those with fewer interactions had lower mean scores (Table 28). 
Table 28. Mean scores by prior interaction with individuals with disabilities 
Number of prior 
Scale interactions n M SD 
Overall Score 0 32 90.79 (9.74) 
1 214 94.97 (10.05) 
2 96 97.56 (8.26) 
3 42 94.33 (10.99) 
4 24 97.61 (10.83) 
5 7 100.00 (7.48) 
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Table 28. (continued) 
Number of prior 
Scale interactions n M SD 
Integration-Segregation 0 32 20.93 (3.14) 
1 214 22.66 (3.12) 
2 96 23.63 (2.87) 
3 42 22.19 (3.76) 
4 24 22.76 (3.15) 
5 7 24.29 (2.43) 
Social Distance 0 32 26.94 (3.05) 
1 214 28.14 (3.09) 
2 96 29.03 (2.71) 
3 42 28.60 (3.17) 
4 24 29.88 (2.77) 
5 7 29.14 (3.58) 
Private Rights 0 32 21.33 (3.04) 
1 214 21.77 (2.96) 
2 96 21.79 (2.89) 
3 42 21.48 (3.16) 
4 24 22.33 (2.75) 
5 7 22.14 (6.28) 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs 0 32 21.59 (2.74) 
1 214 22.38 (2.71) 
2 96 23.11 (2.92) 
3 42 22.04 (3.22) 
4 24 22.54 (4.14) 
5 7 24.43 (2.15) 
An ANOVA was performed to determine if the differences between groups were 
significant at the .05 level (Table 29). There were significant differences between groups on 
the overall inventory scale, the integration-segregation, social distance, and subtle derogatory 
beliefs subscales. The number of interactions participants had with individuals with 
disabilities made a significant difference in predicting their perceptions. The results of a 
Scheffe multiple comparison procedure determined that the mean difference between 
participants with two interactions and no interactions with individuals with disabilities was 
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significant at the .05 level on the overall inventory scale (mean difference = 6.77, p = .043), 
the integration-segregation (mean difference=2.70, p = .004), and social distance (mean 
difference=2.09, p = .042) subscales. In addition, the mean difference between participants 
with four interactions and no interactions was significant on the social distance subscale 
(mean difference=2.93, = .002). All other differences were not statistically significant. 
Table 29. One-way ANOVA results for prior interaction with individuals with disabilities 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F SiK-
Overall Score Between Groups 1481.37 5 296.27 3.12 .009 
Within Groups 38901.41 409 95.11 
Total 40382.75 414 
Integration-Segregation Between Groups 211.18 5 42.24 4.31 .001 
Within Groups 4003.89 409 9.79 
Total 4215.07 414 
Social Distance Between Groups 178.03 5 35.61 3.96 .002 
Within Groups 3678.22 409 8.99 
Total 3856.25 414 
Private Rights Between Groups 18.12 5 3.62 .39 .853 
Within Groups 3761.65 409 9.20 
Total 3779.77 414 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs Between Groups 100.89 5 20.18 2.39 .037 
Within Groups 3451.93 409 8.44 
Total 3552.82 414 
Disability Status 
One would predict that individuals with a disability would have more positive 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities. When one has to live with his/her own disability 
day in and day out it is only reasonable to assume s/he would be more tolerant of others with 
similar or different disabilities. Four hundred nineteen of the participants responded to the 
question "Do you have a disability?" Three hundred ninety three indicated that they did not 
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have a disability. Participants with disabilities had higher mean scores on the overall 
inventory scale and integration-segregation and social distance subscales. Interestingly, 
participants without a disability had higher mean scores on the private rights and subtle 
derogatory beliefs subscales (Table 30). An ANOVA was used to determine whether these 
differences were significant. There were no significant differences between groups on the 
overall inventory or any of the subscales. 
Table 30. Mean scores by disability status 
Scale Disability Status n Mean SD 
Overall Score No 393 95.34 (9.97) 
Yes 26 95.66 (8.49) 
Integration-Segregation No 393 22.68 (3.17) 
Yes 26 23.15 (3.41) 
Social Distance No 393 28.37 (3.06) 
Yes 26 29.04 (2.85) 
Private Rights No 393 21.75 (3.04) 
Yes 26 21.27 (2.96) 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs No 393 22.52 (2.95) 
Yes 26 22.16 (2.68) 
Anticipated Involvement Working with Students with Disabilities 
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) assures students with 
disabilities an education in the least restrictive environment, which means that most of these 
students will receive the majority of their education in the general education classroom. 
Many of the participants in this study grew up with students with disabilities in their 
classrooms; thus one would expect that many of them would anticipate working with 
students with disabilities in their future profession as an educator. 
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Four hundred fourteen students responded to the question "Do you anticipate that 
your work as a teacher will involve teaching students who have disabilities?" Approximately 
95% of all participants anticipated working with students with disabilities. Participants who 
specified that they anticipated working with students with disabilities had higher mean scores 
than those who did not anticipate working with such students on the overall inventory as well 
as all of the subscales (Table 31). An ANOVA indicated there were no significant 
differences between groups on the overall inventory or any of the subscales. 
Table 31. Mean scores by anticipation of working with students with disabilities 
Scale Anticipation n M 6D 
Overall Score No 20 91.30 (10.11) 
Yes 394 95.62 (9.79) 
Integration-Segregation No 20 21.32 (3.65) 
Yes 394 22.80 (3.14) 
Social Distance No 20 28.09 (2.97) 
Yes 394 28.44 (3.04) 
Private Rights No 20 20.61 (3.49) 
Yes 394 21.80 (3.01) 
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs No 20 21.29 (2.62) 
Yes 394 22.56 (2.93) 
To evaluate whether demographic variables predicted preservice teachers' 
perceptions of students with disabilities, a linear regression analysis was conducted. Based 
on prior research in the area and exploratory regression analyses by the researcher, specific 
independent variables (e.g., gender, major) were entered into the regression models. Based 
on the significance levels obtained during exploratory analyses, variables were deleted or 
entered into subsequent models. Only significant variables have been entered into all 
subsequent regression models. Tables 32 through 36 show the results of linear regression 
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analysis for the five dependent variables; 1) overall inventory scale, 2) integration-
segregation subscale, 3) social distance subscale, 4) private rights subscale, and 5) subtle 
derogatory beliefs subscale. 
On the overall inventory scale, 17 percent of the variance in preservice teachers' 
perceptions of students with disabilities was explained by gender, major, general knowledge 
of the conditions and life circumstances of persons with disabilities, and the number of field 
experiences completed (Table 32). These demographic variables were found to be 
significant predictors of preservice teachers' scores on the overall inventory (R2 = .17), F(4, 
413) = 20.52, p< .001. Among the individual predictor variables, gender (b = -2.83) and 
major (b = -2.36) were associated with decreases in perceptual scores, whereas general 
knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of persons with disabilities (b = 2.62) and 
number of field experiences (b = 1.13) were associated with increases in perceptual scores. 
Based on the regression results and the coding of the dummy variables (0=female, 1= 
male), one would expect that for a unit increase in gender preservice teachers' perceptions of 
students with disabilities would decrease by 2.83 points. In other words, one would expect 
that male preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities would be 2.83 points 
less than females' perceptions. Codes for major were assigned based on the age range of 
students (l=Early Childhood Education, 2=Elementary Education (includes elementary 
education-special education), 3=Secondary Education). For every increase of one in major 
there would be a decrease of 2.36 points in participants' perceptions of students with 
disabilities. Hence, one would expect elementary education majors' perceptions to be 2.36 
points lower than early childhood majors' perceptions, and secondary education majors' 
perceptions to be 2.36 points lower than' elementary education majors' perceptions. One 
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would expect that as participants' knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of 
individuals with disabilities increases by one (on the Likert-type scale) there would be an 
increase of 2.62 points on their perceptual scores. Similarly, an increase in one field 
experience would result in a increase of 1.13 points in their scores on the perception scale. 
Table 32. Regressions of perceptions toward students with disabilities on background 
variables, familiarity with students with disabilities and number of field experiences -
Overall inventory scale 
Independent Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Variables Est. Std. 
Error 
Est. Std. 
Error 
Est. Std. 
Error 
Background Variables 
Gender -2.70 1.18 -3.12 1.15 -2.83 1.14 
Major -3.33 0.68 -2.74 0.67 -2.36 0.67 
Familiarity Variable 
General knowledge of 2.57 0.49 2.62 0.48 
conditions and circumstances 
Field Experiences 1.13 0.36 
R2 0T08 (U5 017 
On the integration-segregation subscale, 20 percent of the variance in preservice 
teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities was explained by gender, year in college, 
major, and general knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of persons with 
disabilities (Table 33). These demographic variables were found to be significant predictors 
of preservice teachers' scores on the integration-segregation subscale (R2 = .20), F(4, 408) = 
26.21, p < .001. Among the individual predictor variables, gender (b = -1.21) and major (b = 
-1.20) were associated with decreases in perceptual scores, whereas general knowledge of the 
conditions and life circumstances of persons with disabilities (6 = .70) and year in college (b 
.42) were associated with increases in perceptual scores. Participants' gender and major 
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were more influential predictors of perceptions than knowledge of the conditions and life 
circumstances of persons with disabilities and year in the program. 
Table 33. Regressions of perceptions toward students with disabilities on background 
variables and familiarity with students with disabilities - Integration-segregation subscale 
Independent Model 1 Model 2 
Variables Est. Std. Error Est. Std. Error 
Background Variables 
Gender -1.82 0.37 -1.21 0.36 
Year in College 0.42 0.15 0.42 0.14 
Major -1.20 0.21 
Familiarity Variable 
General knowledge of 0.80 0.15 
conditions and circumstances 
R2 0.08 0.20 
On the social distance subscale, 11 percent of the variance in preservice teachers' 
perceptions of students with disabilities was explained by major, general knowledge of the 
conditions and life circumstances of persons with disabilities, and frequency of contact with 
persons with disabilities (Table 34). These demographic variables were found to be 
significant predictors of preservice teachers' scores on the overall inventory (R2 = .11), F{ 3, 
414) = 17.64,/) < .001. Among the individual predictor variables, major (b = - .43) was 
associated with a decrease in perceptual scores, whereas general knowledge of the conditions 
and life circumstances of persons with disabilities (b = .81) and frequency of contact with 
persons with disabilities (b = .22) were associated with increases in perceptual scores. 
Participants' major and general knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of 
individuals with disabilities were more influential predictors of positive perceptions than 
frequency of contact with individuals with disabilities. 
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Table 34. Regressions of perceptions toward students with disabilities on background 
variables, familiarity with students with disabilities and frequency of contact with students 
with disabilities - Social distance subscale 
Independent Model 1 Model 2 
Variables Est Std. Error Est Std. Error 
Background Variables 
Major -0.61 0.21 -0.43 0.20 
Familiarity Variable 
General knowledge of 0.81 0.18 
conditions and circumstances 
Frequency Variable 
Frequency of Contact 0.22 0.13 
1? ÔÔ2 Ô7ÏÏ 
On the private rights subscale, 6 percent of the variance in preservice teachers' 
perceptions of students with disabilities was explained by gender, general knowledge of the 
conditions and life circumstances of persons with disabilities, and the number of field 
experiences completed (Table 35). These demographic variables were found to be 
significant predictors of preservice teachers' scores on the private rights subscale (R2 = .63), 
F(3, 414) = 9.31, p < .001. Among the individual predictor variables, gender (b = -1.20) was 
associated with a decrease in perceptual scores, whereas general knowledge of the conditions 
and life circumstances of persons with disabilities (b = .46) and number of field experiences 
(b = .27) were associated with increases in perceptual scores. Gender appears to be the most 
influential predictor of participants' perceptions of individuals with disabilities on the private 
rights subscale. 
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Table 35. Regressions of perceptions toward students with disabilities on background 
variables, familiarity with students with disabilities and number of field experiences - Private 
rights subscale 
Independent Model 1 Model 2 
Variables Est. Std. Error Est. Std. Error 
Background Variables 
Gender -1.32 0.35 -1.20 0.36 
Familiarity Variable 
General knowledge of 0.46 0.16 0.46 0.15 
conditions and circumstances 
Field Experiences 0.27 0.14 
R2 ÔÔ5 QM 
On the subtle derogatory beliefs subscale, 1.5 percent of the variance in preservice 
teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities was explained by urbanicity, year in 
college, general knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of persons with 
disabilities, and the number of field experiences completed (Table 36). These demographic 
variables were found to be significant predictors of preservice teachers' scores on the overall 
inventory {R2 = .02), F(4, 404) = 8.66, p < .001. Among the individual predictor variables, 
urbanicity (b = .39), year in college (b = .24), number of field experiences (b = .33), and 
general knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of persons with disabilities (b = 
.46) were associated with increases in perceptual scores. On the subtle derogatory beliefs 
subscale, participants' general knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of persons 
with disabilities seemed to be the most influential predictor of perceptions. 
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Table 36. Regressions of perceptions toward students with disabilities on background 
variables, familiarity with students with disabilities and number of field experiences - Subtle 
derogatory beliefs 
Independent Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Variables Est. Std. 
Error 
Est. Std. 
Error 
Est. Std. 
Error 
Background Variables 
Urbanicity 0.41 0.15 0.41 0.15 0.39 0.14 
Year in college 0.48 0.14 0.46 0.14 0.24 0.16 
Familiarity Variable 
General knowledge of 0.45 0.15 0.46 0.15 
conditions and circumstances 
Field Experiences 0.33 0.13 
R2 (104 (ÏQ2 (XÔ2 
Factors that have Shaped Participants' Current Perceptions 
An open-ended question was used to determine how preservice teachers thought they 
had developed their perceptions toward individuals with disabilities. While some chose not 
to answer the question, 87 percent gave some indication of how they thought they had 
developed their perceptions. Several themes emerged as the data were analyzed. The most 
frequently occurring themes were family, friends, work, school, practicum experiences, and 
religious beliefs. Each of these themes will be discussed in detail. As with the analysis of 
the quantitative data from the survey, only responses from preservice teachers were used. 
The gender, major, and placement in the program of each respondent are identified following 
each italicized quote. 
Family 
Families are a strong socialization mechanism. As described in the literature review, 
structural functionalism, symbolic interactionism, and conflict theory each stress the 
importance of family in the socializing of children to the norms of society. Many 
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participants (n=l 15) indicated that their families had a strong influence on how they had 
come to view individuals with disabilities. Several participants indicated that their parents 
had taught them to respect others regardless of whether the individual did or did not have a 
disability. The following statements suggest the importance of family in shaping one's 
perceptions. "My parents have always taught me that everyone is equal" (female, secondary 
education, early in program), "My parents told me it was okay if people were different than 
me" (female, early childhood education, middle of program), "My parents ...were also 
welcoming to people with disabilities" (female, early childhood education, middle of 
program), "My mother has also always taught me that everyone is different and not everyone 
learns in the same way" (female, elementary education, middle of program), and "I was 
always taught to look at the person not the disability by my parents when growing up" 
(female, elementary education, early in program). 
Ninety five participants indicated they had a sibling or relative with a disability; 
however, 115 participants indicated that family members with disabilities had helped shape 
their perceptions of individuals with disabilities. "My uncle is mentally retarded, my cousin 
is also. Growing up we appreciated each others strengths and weaknesses" (female, 
elementary education-special education, middle of program), "I have a cousin with Down 
syndrome whom I have helped" (female, secondary education, early in program), "My father 
and I both have mental disabilities, depression" (female, elementary education, early in 
program), "My aunt has Down's syndrome and she has lived with my family for the past 13 
years. I also have a cousin with Downs" (female, elementary education-special education, 
middle of program), "I have a brother and a sister who both have special needs" (female, 
early childhood education, middle of program), "I have an uncle who is schizophrenic and a 
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brother who has dyslexia and a mild mental handicap. I have a cousin with CP" (female, 
early childhood education, middle of program), "For as long as I remember my mother had a 
disability" (female, early childhood education, early in program), and "My father is 
physically disabled which has happened just recently and by having first had experiences 
with him my perceptions have changed''' (female, elementary education-special education, 
early in program). One participant was particularly adamant in his description of how his 
personal experience with a family member with a disability has shaped his perceptions. "/ 
have a sister with autism. My family has fought these issues all our lives. Some of the issues 
are NOT right and discriminative issues come out because of that. My sister is a very smart 
child, just because she has a "label" on her head doesn't mean she don't [sic] have rights 
like the "typical" children do!" (male, secondary education, middle of program). 
While most participants reported that their families had taught them to be accepting 
of individuals with disabilities, one individual reported she had struggled with her parents' 
negative perceptions of disabilities. "I believe that we should not discriminate against any 
person and I have learned that is not the right thing to do. Many times my family members 
have said bad things about disabled people and every time I tell them to step back and put 
themselves in there [sic] shoes. Then I ask them how they would like it ifpeople made fun of 
them. But I got no response" (female, secondary education, middle of program). 
Some indicated that family members have worked with individuals with disabilities. 
"My sister is a special ed. teacher and my parents are both administrators who work with a 
lot of special needs students" (male, elementary education, middle of program) and "My mom 
is a teacher at [ /. She teaches older men and women who have disabilities" (female, 
elementary education, middle of program). 
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In summary, families appear to have played an influential role in preservice teachers' 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Many participants' families have instilled in 
them values of equality and respect of all individuals regardless of their abilities or 
disabilities. Several participants indicated that having family members with disabilities has 
resulted in more empathetic perceptions of other individuals with disabilities. Finally, 
participants appear to be accepting and aware of individuals with disabilities when they have 
family members who work with individuals with disabilities. 
Friends 
Not only did family have an influence on participants' perceptions of individuals with 
disabilities, but many indicated that friends had influenced their perceptions. The theme of 
friends came up almost as frequently as family (n=100). Many individuals indicated they 
were or had been friends with individuals with disabilities. The benefits associated with 
having a friend with disabilities seemed to be reciprocal to both individuals. "/ befriended a 
boy in our class with disabilities he thought the world of us. It made us feel good''' (male, 
elementary education, middle of program), "/ have good friends with disabilities of all 
ranges and they have shaped my life as much as people without" (female, elementary 
education, middle of program), "Recently a friend of mine was paralyzed in a car accident. It 
has made me far more aware of my own abilities and the perceptions others have the 
disabled, especially physically" (female, elementary education, middle of program), and "A 
friend of mine has a brother that is disabled and has influenced my views of disabled people 
and that in some ways they are helpless but they are also capable of some things" (female, 
early childhood education, early in program). 
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In addition, many participants indicated they had multiple friends with disabilities. "/ 
went to preschool where my best friend was deaf One of my friends in elementary school 
had severe brain damage. During high school I was good friends with a blind girl" (male, 
secondary education, early in program), "I was always a helper in high school with the 
children who had disabilities. I helped them with tasks and also was a friend to most who got 
laughed at and ridiculed. I had a close friend confined to a wheelchair''' (male, early 
childhood education, middle of program), "Several of my friends have dyslexia or other 
learning disorders" (male, secondary education, early in program), "I have two friends who 
have had accidents and now have physical disabilities. I am currently going for a special ed. 
endorsement" (female, elementary education-special education, middle of program), and "A 
close family friend of ours also has Down Syndrome. I would say that I had more interaction 
with persons who are disabled in my childhood than some people have throughout their 
whole lives'''' (female, elementary education, late in program). 
Finally, one participant pointed out that s/he does not understand the prejudice his/her 
friends have had to endure. "I have a very close friend that is confined to a wheelchair for 
the rest of her life. Seeing her struggle from day to day makes me wonder why people 
wouldn't want to help her if the chance arose''' (female, elementary education, middle of 
program). 
Friends seemed to influence preservice teachers' perceptions of individuals with 
disabilities as much as family members. One common theme was that personal friendships 
with classmates, friends outside of the school setting, and family friends had an impact on 
perceptions. In addition, interaction with relatives of friends also impacted one's perceptions 
of individuals with disabilities. Finally, seeing the reactions of members of society toward 
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friends had a confusing and long lasting effect on some participants' perceptions of 
individuals with disabilities. Work has also impacted participants' perceptions. 
Work 
A third recurring theme was the participants' interactions with individuals with 
disabilities through work (n=l 10). Participants had a wide variety of work related 
experiences and interactions with individuals with disabilities. Some participants were 
currently working with individuals with disabilities. For example, "/ am still shaping my 
opinions as I work with Special Ed Students for my job (America Reads, America Countsj" 
(female, elementary education, middle of program), "Right now I am in charge of a special 
needs student at the kindergarten where I work The boy is amazing and does very well with 
interacting with other kids and visa versa. I strongly believe in the integration of students 
with and without disabilities in each room" (female, elementary education-special education, 
early in program), and "I have spent many years working with people with a wide range of 
physical, mental, health related issues. They are people too and they should be allowed the 
same privileges as we have" (female, early childhood education, early in program). Others 
have worked with individuals with disabilities in the past, "I developed my perspectives by 
working at a swimming pool. I have taught a boy with Down's how to swim and it has been 
awesome" (male, elementary education, early in program), 
Some participants stressed how working with individuals with disabilities has even 
changed their perceptions. "/ worked with special needs students during my senior year of 
high school in a PE class. Getting to know my PEpeer helped me see life through a different 
pair of eyes" (female, secondary education, early in program), "I was a nanny for a child 
with severe sensory integration dysfunction and as a long as you know how to meet her 
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special needs she is perfectly capable of getting along with other children with disabilities. I 
also work in a Kindergarten class with a mentally retarded boy and although he needs a lot 
of assistance for certain things he is definitely learning and the other children love him even 
if he has some minor differences. They realize how much he's really the same as them''' 
(female, early childhood education, middle of program), "The people who have most shaped 
my perceptions are my children with disabilities that I work with on a daily basis. I hate the 
looks and the scowls we sometimes get from others in the community who do not understand. 
People with disabilities are people, and they have as much right to do what people without 
disabilities do" (female, early childhood education, middle of program), and "/ worked with a 
child with autism. It changed my perception and I now know people just need to be educated 
and aware of disabilities. People with disabilities should not be considered different but 
extra special" (female, early childhood, middle of program). 
Volunteer work has had an impact on many individuals and has influenced their 
perceptions in a positive way. Some participants indicated they had volunteered to work 
with students with disabilities during high school. "/ volunteered at a high school resource 
room as well as working as an aide for an elementary student" (female, elementary 
education-special education, middle of program), and "When I was growing up I volunteered 
in a special ed school" (female, elementary education, middle of program). Others have 
volunteered outside of the school setting. "Helping as a volunteer at the Special Olympics 
several times...has shown me that they are as capable, pleasant, and intelligent as any other 
student" (female, elementary education, late in program). 
Interacting with individuals with disabilities through one's employment or volunteer 
work has had a significant effect on participants' perceptions of individuals with disabilities. 
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Some participants have almost daily contact with individuals with disabilities as part of their 
employment. Other participants have volunteered to work with these individuals (i.e., 
Special Olympics). Many participants worked with peers with disabilities during their high 
school years. Regardless of the how and when participants worked with individuals with 
disabilities, this type of contact played a major role in developing and/or changing their 
perceptions. 
School 
Based on sociological theory, school as well as family and friends plays an important 
role in shaping one's perceptions of others. Many participants indicated school had shaped 
their perceptions (n=76). The importance of school as a socializing agent can be seen in the 
following participant statements. Some participants indicated that going to school in an 
inclusive setting had impacted their perceptions. For example, "My upbringing in a public 
school with a strong spec. ed. dept. that believed in full/partial integration has instilled in me 
the morals represented above" (male, elementary education, early in program), "/ went to 
school with a girl with disabilities throughout elementary and liked her, went to her birthday 
parties etc." (female, elementary education, middle of program), and "There was a teen in 
high school that was mentally retarded. Even though he had this, he took the time to learn 
everyone's name at [ J. He was our inspiration at games, because even if we were 
losing he could get the kids fired up again. He was very well liked"' (female, early childhood 
education, middle of program). Others indicated that high school and college courses have 
helped in changing or developing perceptions. For example, "My classes at ISU shaped how 
I think about these things. My views have really changed for the better" (female, early 
childhood education, middle of program), and "There was a young man named Ricardo. My 
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junior year in High School, I was his peer mentor and he was bound to a wheelchair. I 
changed my life by showing myself he was no different than mer (female, elementary 
education, early in program). 
The inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom has an 
impact on preservice teachers' perceptions. Furthermore, college courses have also impacted 
participants' perceptions. While school was not mentioned by as many participants, it still 
appeared to have an influence on how they developed their perceptions of individuals with 
disabilities. 
Practicum Experiences 
Related to school experiences are practicum experiences. Preservice teachers are 
required to take practica as part of the teacher education program. Because the majority of 
students with disabilities are included in the general education classroom for a portion of the 
day, many participants will have had experience with students with disabilities as part of 
their education. "/ truly believe that my classes and practicum placements have shaped my 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities as well as my personal experien ces with these 
individuals" (female, early childhood education, middle of program), "/ believe that working 
in regular classrooms through practicums and student teaching has shaped my perceptions 
of individuals with disabilities" (female, elementary education, late in program), and "Some 
of my perceptions about people with disabilities come from a practicum that I was a part of 
at DMA CC. I was placed in a school in [ / in a l(fh grade English class. There 
was a student in the classroom that had a mental disability. Everyone around the student 
treated him as a normal person. Iwasn't sure whether or not that was because they had 
been around this student all their lives or they were just polite students. I was surprised. 
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Normally in an educational setting, children without a disability can be rude to children with 
a disability. It was a very thought provoking experience''' (female, elementary education-
special education, middle of program). 
First hand experience with students with disabilities in a classroom setting has 
impacted several participants' perceptions (n=24). Some indicated that they were surprised 
by how classmates treated their peers with disabilities. Regardless of the type of experience, 
it appears that practicum experiences have caused some preservice teachers to reflect on their 
own perceptions. 
Religious Beliefs 
The final theme that emerged (n=10) was that some participants viewed their religion 
as impacting their perceptions of individuals with disabilities. The following statements 
indicate the importance of religion or church involvement in developing perceptions of those 
who differ from oneself. "Church beliefs of accepting everyone. Believing God made 
everyone and that's the way we ended up is not our choice it's God's" (female, early 
childhood education, middle of program), "There are a few children with disabilities at my 
church and I take care of them in the nursery. I have based my opinions mostly on these 
children" (female, elementary education-special education, early in program), "My 
experience with people with disabilities includes growing up in a church that had a group 
come together from a home" (female, secondary education, middle of program), and "I think 
that growing up in a loving and Christian family helped form positive attitudes" (male, 
secondary education, early in program). 
Not surprising, several preservice teachers indicated that their religious beliefs have 
had a significant effect on their perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Some have had 
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an opportunity to work with individuals with disabilities through their church. Others based 
their perceptions on their belief in God. Finally, some attributed their perceptions to the 
attitudes instilled in them by a Christian family. 
Summary of Results 
Preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities were fairly positive with 
a mean score of 94.98 on the overall inventory. Participants majoring in early childhood 
education and elementary education-special education had significantly higher mean scores 
than elementary education and secondary education majors. 
An analysis of participants' perceptions based on placement in the teacher education 
program resulted in a rather interesting finding. Contrary to what one might expect, 
participants in the middle of the teacher education program had the highest mean scores. 
While student teachers' mean scores were higher than those of preservice teachers early in 
the program, the mean differences were not statistically significant. 
Related to participants' placement within the teacher education program was 
participants' completion of courses within the teacher education program. A linear 
regression analysis indicated that approximately one-third of the variance in early childhood 
education majors' perceptions is explained by the participants' completion or enrollment in 
Strategies for Teaching and Classroom Assessment of Diverse Learners in the Primary 
Grades. Seven percent of the variance in elementary education preservice teachers' 
perceptions of students with disabilities can be attributed to their enrollment in or completion 
of Teaching Mathematics. The only course that seems to impact perceptions is teaching of 
mathematics. Four percent of the variance in secondary preservice teachers' perceptions can 
be attributed to Educational Psychology. 
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There were differences between groups based on the number of field experiences the 
preservice teachers had completed. However, only mean differences between preservice 
teachers with two field experiences and preservice teachers with less than two were 
significant. Preservice teachers with two field experiences had significantly higher 
perceptions than those with zero or one field experiences. 
Several demographic variables had an impact on preservice teachers' perceptions of 
students with disabilities. Females had significantly more positive perceptions than males, 
juniors had significantly more positive perceptions than sophomores on the overall inventory 
as well as the social distance and subtle derogatory subscales. In addition, seniors had 
significantly more positive perceptions than sophomores on the overall inventory scale, the 
integration-segregation, private rights, and subtle derogatory subscales. Prior interaction also 
impacted participants' perceptions, with those who had more prior interactions having 
significantly more positive perceptions. Finally, participants who anticipated working with 
children with disabilities had significantly more positive perceptions. Participants indicated 
that several factors had shaped their current perceptions of individuals with disabilities (i.e., 
family, friends, work, school, practicum experiences, and religious beliefs). 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION OF THE STUDY FINDINGS 
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of preservice teachers 
toward students with disabilities. Four questions were addressed in this study. 
(1) Do preservice teachers in different majors differ in their perceptions of students 
with disabilities? 
(2) Do preservice teachers at varying stages in the teacher education program hold 
differing perceptions of students with disabilities? More specifically, are preservice teachers' 
perceptions of students with disabilities associated with completion of specific preservice 
classes? Is so, which class(es) have the greatest impact on with perceptions? 
(3) Do preservice teachers have different perceptions of students with disabilities 
based on the number of field experiences they have had? 
(4) Do preservice teachers differ in their perceptions of students with disabilities on 
the basis of demographic variables (gender, race, urbanicity, mother's or father's level of 
education, year in the program, licensure area, prior interaction with individuals with 
disabilities, presence of disability within the respondent, anticipation of future involvement 
with students with disabilities)? 
Each question will be discussed in the order in which it was listed. The limitations 
and implications of the study will also be discussed. The chapter concludes with 
recommendations associated with the findings of this study. 
Summary of Instrument Used 
The Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory - Revised is comprised of an overall scale 
as well as four subscales: the integration-segregation scale, the social distance scale, the 
private rights scale, and the subtle derogatory beliefs scale. The items on the integration-
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segregation scale address the integration of individuals with disabilities into schools, after 
school programs, communities, and the workplace. The items on the social distance scale 
assess participants' perceptions regarding interactions with individuals with disabilities (e.g., 
introducing an individual with disabilities to friends, receiving service(s) from an individual 
with a disability). The private rights scale addresses the rights of individuals with and 
without disabilities (e.g., anti-discrimination laws, refusing services to individuals with 
disabilities). The subtle derogatory beliefs scale addresses issues of social equity (e.g., 
chances of educational success of students with disabilities, exaggeration of prejudice within 
society). 
Do Preservice Teachers in Different Majors Differ in Their Perceptions 
of Students with Disabilities? 
The results of this study indicate that preservice teachers in different majors hold 
differing perceptions of students with disabilities. Two groups of participants consistently 
had more positive perceptions of this population of students. Preservice teachers majoring in 
early childhood education and elementary education-special education had the most positive 
perceptions on not only the overall inventory scale but also on the integration-segregation, 
social distance, private rights, and subtle derogatory beliefs subscales. Based on the 
consistency of these findings, it appears that early childhood education and elementary 
education-special education preservice teachers at Iowa State University tend to have more 
positive perceptions of students with disabilities than elementary education and secondary 
education preservice teachers. 
The early childhood education curriculum prepares preservice teachers to work with 
and teach children who are typically developing as well as those with disabilities. Preservice 
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teachers take several courses related to meeting the needs of students with disabilities in the 
preprimary and primary grades. In addition, these preservice teachers have field experiences 
working with students with disabilities. Graduates in the area of early childhood education 
receive licensure to teach young children from birth through age eight in general education or 
special education classrooms. Likewise, graduates in the area of elementary education-
special education receive licensure to teach children from kindergarten through sixth grade in 
general education or special education classrooms. These graduates complete several courses 
specific to working with students with disabilities. 
Elementary and secondary education preservice teachers have very limited exposure 
to formal coursework regarding students with disabilities. Elementary education graduates 
are required to take one course specific to children with disabilities: CI 250 - Education of 
the Exceptional Learner in a Diverse Society. Secondary education graduates are not 
required to take this course. Much of the information secondary education majors get 
regarding students with disabilities is from CI 333 - Educational Psychology, a course all 
secondary education majors are required to take. In this course, preservice teachers are 
introduced to legislation specific to individuals with disabilities, areas of exceptionality (i.e., 
high incidence disabilities, low incidence disabilities, gifted and talented students), inclusion 
and issues related to inclusion, and effective teaching strategies for use in the general 
education classroom. Elementary education and secondary preservice teachers may or may 
not gain additional information about students with disabilities in their content area methods 
courses. 
These coursework differences may explain why preservice teachers majoring in 
elementary education and secondary education had less positive perceptions of students with 
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disabilities than their peers in early childhood education and elementary education - special 
education. An alternative explanation of why early childhood education and elementary 
education-special education preservice teachers have more positive perceptions of students 
with disabilities might be that preservice teachers with more positive perceptions gravitate to 
these majors. It may be possible to tease out these differences by surveying students who 
declare a teacher education major early in their college careers prior to any formal 
coursework. 
Do Preservice Teachers at Varying Places in the Teacher Education Program Hold 
Differing Perceptions of Students with Disabilities? 
The results of the study also identified differences in perceptions associated with 
position in the program. Preservice teachers who were identified as being in the middle of 
the teacher education program had significantly more positive perceptions than those who 
were in the beginning of the program. This finding was consistent across the overall 
inventory and all subscales for the entire sample and within the early childhood education 
major. It appears that preservice teachers develop more positive perceptions as they progress 
from the early to the middle stages of the teacher education program. While not statistically 
significant, there was a slight decline in perceptions as preservice teachers reach the latter 
phase of their program. 
While the data cannot identify causal relationships in these variables, there may be 
several reasons why preservice teachers in the middle of the program have significantly more 
positive perceptions of students with disabilities. One possible explanation for this finding is 
that preservice teachers in the middle of the program are encountering a significant number 
of students who have been labeled as having a disability during their field experiences. A 
second explanation may be that preservice teachers are encountering coursework that directly 
addresses students with disabilities. Additional coursework may provide them with more 
opportunities to learn about students with disabilities and consider how they might teach 
these students in their future classrooms. 
In addition to looking at placement within the program, the researcher was interested 
in exploring whether specific courses influenced preservice teachers' perceptions. The 
results of a series of regression analyses indicated that while the greatest variance in 
perceptions was explained by a larger set of courses, the most parsimonious models typically 
included just one or two courses. As an example, the final model for early childhood 
education majors' perceptions included just two courses. A course in strategies for teaching 
had a positive influence on their perceptions, while an assessment course specific to students 
with disabilities had a negative influence on perceptions. It is interesting and troubling that 
almost 35 percent of the variance is explained by the positive influence of a beginning 
strategies course and the negative influence of an assessment course specific to students with 
disabilities. 
With over one-third of the variance in participants' scores explained by the 
completion of these two courses it is important to address this finding, especially the negative 
influence of the assessment course. One possible explanation for the positive impact of the 
strategies course may be that this is the first course preservice teachers take that focuses on 
planning and writing lesson plans for use in the classroom. Students in this course not only 
learn how to write lesson plans, but they learn how to differentiate instruction for a wide 
array of ability levels. As a result, it may be that early childhood education majors who have 
160 
completed this course feel prepared to meet the needs of students with disabilities in their 
classes. 
There are several explanations for why the assessment course may have a negative 
impact on early child childhood education preservice teachers' perceptions of students with 
disabilities. One explanation may be linked to the increased focus on classroom assessment 
associated with No Child Left Behind. Preservice teachers may be realizing the amount of 
work associated with assessing the achievement of all students in the classroom. By the time 
they take this course they may be realizing that assessing the progress of students with 
disabilities will require even more of their time. As a result, the assessment course may have 
a negative impact on their perceptions of students with disabilities. 
A second explanation may be that during this course early childhood education 
preservice teachers realize they will in fact be serving students with disabilities in their future 
classrooms. This sudden realization may result in a negative association with their 
perceptions of students with disabilities. While it is virtually impossible to determine which 
of these explanations is most plausible, it appears that the combination of the teaching 
strategies and assessment courses account for a substantial proportion of the variance in early 
childhood education preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. 
No definitive patterns emerged from the regression analyses regarding the types of 
courses that have a positive influence on preservice teachers' perceptions of students with 
disabilities. Because there is no prior research in this area, it is difficult to interpret these 
findings. One possible explanation for the limited proportion of variance explained by the 
completion of coursework in elementary and secondary education may be that the instrument 
and procedures used to assess the influence of courses on perceptions were not adequate tools 
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for measurement. It is possible that the instrument is not sensitive enough to take into 
account the material covered in the course, whether the student learned anything, and when 
the student completed the course. Each of these variables may have an influence on whether 
completion of the course influences one's perceptions. Future research will be necessary to 
determine the influence of coursework on preservice teachers' perceptions and confirm or 
refute the results obtained in this study. 
Do Preservice Teachers have Different Perceptions of Students with Disabilities Based 
on the Number of Field Experiences they have Completed? 
The results of this study support the conclusion that the number of field experiences 
preservice teachers complete is associated with their perceptions of students with disabilities. 
On the overall scale and the integration-segregation, private rights, and subtle derogatory 
beliefs subscales, preservice teachers who had completed two field experiences had more 
positive perceptions than preservice teachers who had completed zero and/or one field 
experiences. 
There were no differences in preservice teachers' perceptions on the social distance 
subscale. One explanation for this may be that this subscale assesses participants' one-on-
one interaction with individuals with disabilities while the other subscales have a more 
abstract focus on interacting with individuals with disabilities. It may be that preservice 
teachers have more positive perceptions of individuals with disabilities in social venues that 
may not have a direct impact on them in their roles as teachers. 
MacLean and Gannon (1995) found no significant correlation between Attitudes 
Toward Disabled Persons scores and an individual's prior contact with individuals with 
disabilities. There was, however, a significant negative correlation between Interaction with 
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Disabled Persons scores and prior contact with individuals with disabilities. More 
specifically, they determined that individuals with lower levels of contact with individuals 
with disabilities had more positive scores. 
Contrary to the findings by MacLean and Gannon (1995), the current research 
supports the notion that a critical number of field experiences result in more positive 
perceptions of students with disabilities. Based on the present finding it appears that two 
field experiences may represent a critical level in influencing preservice teachers' 
perceptions. While not statistically significant, it is interesting that the mean scores of 
participants with five field experiences were as positive as or more positive than those with 
two field experiences. Future research involving more participants with larger numbers of 
field experiences would be helpful to determine just how much of an impact greater numbers 
of field experiences have on preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. 
The finding that more contact through field experience is related to more positive perceptions 
of students with disabilities is encouraging. This would suggest that teacher education 
programs that have two or more field experiences are producing preservice teachers who will 
be more accepting of a diverse group of students in the general education and special 
education classrooms. 
Are Basic Demographic Factors Associated with Preservice Teachers' Perceptions 
of Students With Disabilities? 
Previous research involving preservice and practicing teachers has not resulted in 
conclusive findings regarding which demographic variables are associated with perceptions 
of students with disabilities. The present study identified several demographic variables as 
being associated with preservice teachers' perceptions. 
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The results of this research determined that significant differences in preservice 
teachers' perceptions were associated with gender and urbanicity. Females had significantly 
more positive perceptions than males on the overall inventory, integration-segregation, 
private rights, and subtle derogatory beliefs subscales. This finding supports prior research 
by Chen, Brodwin, Cordoso, and Chan (2002) with regard to the possible effects of gender. 
Consistent with the findings of Palmer, Redinius, and Tervo (2000), preservice teachers from 
urban and suburban areas had higher mean scores, indicating more positive attitudes toward 
students with disabilities. 
As students progress through their college education they have more positive 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Participants classified as seniors had 
significantly more positive perceptions of students with disabilities than sophomores on the 
overall scale and the integration-segregation, private rights, and subtle derogatory beliefs 
subscales. Juniors had more positive perceptions than sophomores on the overall scale as 
well as the social distance and subtle derogatory beliefs subscales. 
It was interesting that a small number of participants (n=40) did not know or have 
any prior interaction with an individual with a disability; furthermore, the majority (n=250) 
knew or only had one prior interaction with an individual with a disability. With the 
inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom, one would expect 
that most of the participants would have attended elementary, middle school, or high school 
classes with individuals with disabilities. Not surprising, preservice teachers who knew or 
interacted with individuals with disabilities had more positive perceptions than those who did 
not. 
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Based on responses to the open-ended question, many of the participants in this study 
grew up with classmates with disabilities in their K-12 classrooms. Consequently, one would 
expect that the majority of participants would expect to work with students with disabilities 
as teachers. Only 32 participants indicated that they did not expect to work with students 
with disabilities. Not surprising, participants who anticipated working with students with 
disabilities had significantly more positive perceptions than those who did not anticipate they 
would have such students in their classrooms. Interestingly, there were a small number of 
elementary education (n =8) and secondary education (n=8) preservice teachers who did not 
anticipate working with students with disabilities. 
Even more interesting was the fact that three early childhood education and one 
special education major did not anticipate working with students with disabilities. It is 
possible that these participants' interpretation of the question may have been different than 
the way the question was intended. For example, participants may have decided they do not 
wish to work with students with disabilities in the immediate future. In addition, 
participants' plans may have changed and due to these changes they may not plan on 
teaching immediately upon graduation. However, if this was not the case it is extremely 
troubling because they take several courses that specifically address students with 
disabilities. Furthermore, they are informed throughout the teacher education programs in 
these areas that they will be qualified to work with students with disabilities. This finding is 
problematic because these participants will likely be involved on a daily basis with students 
with disabilities in early childhood and elementary settings. Not only will the perceptions of 
these future teachers have an impact on students with disabilities, but on their peers as well. 
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Because teachers play a significant role in the socialization process, children without 
disabilities may develop perceptions similar to those of their less than accepting teachers. 
Several demographic variables were not associated with participants' perceptions of 
students with disabilities. Parental level of education, age, and median family income did not 
have a significant effect on participants' scores. Future research is necessary to determine 
whether these findings will be replicated or whether they may be artifacts of the limited 
diversity in the sample with regard to several of these variables. 
One might assume that participants with disabilities would have more positive 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities. After all, these individuals have to live with their 
own disabilities every day of their lives. Interestingly, the presence of a disability did not 
result in significant differences in perceptions. This may be due to the small number of 
participants (n=33) who had a disability. On the other hand, it may well be that the 
perceptions of preservice teachers with disabilities do not differ from their counterparts. 
When one looks at the literature related to racial tolerance this finding is not surprising. 
Takaki (1993) had done extensive research on Irish immigration during the 19th century. As 
the Irish immigrated to America they found they were being likened to African Americans 
and were perceived as outsiders, often referred to as apelike, savages, and an inferior race. 
As the Irish competed against blacks they promoted their own whiteness; this was their way 
of transforming their own identity in the hopes of becoming insiders. Having endured 
oppression for years, they became oppressive toward any one that stood in their way of 
becoming insiders. After all, the Irish had been oppressed for years; if they had endured and 
overcome oppression so could those they were oppressing. This may not be so different than 
how preservice teachers with disabilities perceive students with disabilities. Perhaps their 
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thinking is that they overcame their disability and the stigma and oppression that resulted 
from their label, thus students with disabilities in their future classrooms can also overcome 
their disability. When the findings are interpreted with this in mind, the results are not so 
surprising. 
Regression analyses were used to determine which demographic variables accounted 
for a portion of the variance in preservice teachers' scores on the overall inventory, and on 
the integration-segregation, social distance, private rights, and subtle derogatory beliefs 
subscales. Gender, major, general knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of 
persons with disabilities, and number of field experiences explained 17 percent of the 
variance in overall scores. On the integration-segregation subscale, gender, year in college, 
major, and general knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of persons with 
disabilities accounted for 20 percent of the variance in participants' scores. On the social 
distance subscale, major and general knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of 
persons with disabilities accounted for 11 percent of the variance in participants' scores. 
Gender, general knowledge of the conditions and life circumstances of persons with 
disabilities, and number of field experiences accounted for six percent of participants' scores 
on the private rights subscale. Urbanicity, year in college, general knowledge of the 
conditions and life circumstances of persons with disabilities accounted for eight percent of 
the variance on the subtle derogatory beliefs subscale. 
It appears from the results of the linear regression analysis that general knowledge of 
the conditions and life circumstances of persons with disabilities was a common factor across 
each of the scales. This may be due to the fact that the more knowledge an individual has 
about the conditions and life circumstances of these individuals the more positive his/her 
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perceptions toward the individual. Gender and major also accounted for variance on multiple 
scales and may merit further investigation. 
Based on the low levels of variance explained by the demographic variables, there 
appear to be other factors which have more influence on preservice teachers' perceptions of 
students with disabilities. The question becomes one of determining what factors 
significantly impact preservice teachers' perceptions toward students with diverse learning 
needs. Consequently, further research should focus on determining what factors do impact 
perceptions. 
Factors that have Shaped Participants' Current Perceptions 
While the survey and demographic data provide a quantitative overview of preservice 
teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities and thus an indication of future behavior 
toward and treatment of these students, they do not provide information as to how preservice 
teachers developed these perceptions. Participants' narrative responses to an open-ended 
question offered a rich description of the important sociological components that have had a 
significant role in molding their perceptions and behaviors toward individuals with 
disabilities. Care must be taken in generalizing these findings; just because students say their 
perceptions were shaped by these factors does one cannot assume they actually were. The 
open ended responses can be used to support the three sociological theories addressed in the 
literature review. 
Family 
Many participants indicated that their families had played a significant role in the 
development of their perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Many structural 
functionalists (Haas, 1964; Parsons, 1961; Smith, 1973) have stated that when individuals 
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become a part of the collectivity, such as the family, they assume certain obligations of 
performance that are required and expected of all its members. These performance 
obligations are not specific to a situation or function, but rather apply to all situations within 
the social system. The socialization process imposes on the individual ways of seeing, 
thinking, and behaving which the individual may or may not have arrived at on his/her own. 
Many of the comments made by participants reflected the structural functionalist perspective. 
For example, one participant commented, "I was always taught to look at the person not the 
disability by my parents when growing up." One can only assume that this participant's 
parents had socialized him/her to treat all individuals with respect regardless of the situation. 
It is impossible to predict if the participant would have arrived at this perspective on his/her 
own. Parents were not the only family members to impact participants' perceptions. Family 
members with disabilities (e.g., aunts, uncles, brothers, and sisters) also played a significant 
role in the socialization process. One participant stressed the importance of being obligated 
to accept the perceptions of family members when s/he stated, "My uncle is mentally 
retarded, my cousin is also. Growing up we appreciated each others ' strengths and 
weaknesses." One can argue that had the participant not been socialized to this belief, s/he 
might have had a different view of disability. 
Several of the responses to the open-ended questions depict the perspective of conflict 
perspective theorists, who have argued that society is sustained through struggle and 
competition. One participant argued that s/he struggled with how to treat individuals with 
disabilities until s/he had a personal experience that changed his/her life. The participant 
stated, "I was ignorant to people with mental and some physical disabilities. My aunt came 
down with multiple sclerosis a few years ago and this helped me to see that they are good 
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people (even though I knew this before but there was always hesitation to approach and be 
afraid to offend them)." There are dominant and subordinate groups which are in conflict 
with one another based on their own self-interest and need for resources. Collins (1975) 
argued that as individuals give and take orders, they develop specific attitudes and behaviors 
toward others. Furthermore, an individual's ideals and beliefs are formed in terms of his/her 
own self-interest and what will help him/her maximize his/her social status. Based on this 
perspective, one can argue that some believe that individuals with disabilities belong to a 
subordinate group. By marginalizing the existence of individuals with disabilities, the 
nondisabled individual is able to achieve a feeling of greater social status. 
Friends 
Several participants indicated that they have or have had friends with disabilities. 
Symbolic interactionists maintain that individuals derive meaning from social interactions. 
The individuals, objects, or events involved in the interaction have an innate meaning 
attached to them. Consequently, if an individual has had positive interactions with 
individuals with disabilities in the past, s/he is more likely to have positive perceptions of all 
individuals with disabilities. Many of the statements made by participants can be viewed 
from the symbolic interactionism perspective. For example, one participant commented that 
s/he was a peer helper to children with disabilities during high school. As a result of this 
experience, s/he became friends with those who were ridiculed by their classmates. This 
participant's statement indicated that s/he had positive interactions with individuals with 
disabilities and was assigning his/her own meaning to situations rather than the meanings of 
others. The importance of deriving meaning from one's personal experiences is perhaps 
most apparent in the following statement. "I have two friends who have had accidents and 
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now have physical disabilities. I am currently going for a special education endorsement." 
It is obvious that this individual has derived positive perceptions of individuals with 
disabilities as a result of his/her interaction with two friends with physical disabilities. 
Conflict theorists maintain that conflict is a natural state of social existence. Because 
individuals belong to multiple groups, it is not unusual for an individual to find that the 
norms of the various groups are not in accordance. This creates a dilemma, for the individual 
is put in the position of having to choose between the norms of his/her various group 
affiliations, which may result in feelings of resentment toward one or more of the groups 
(Sherif, 1953). Inequality is perpetuated because some individuals are willing to exploit 
others through the use of force and coercion. 
Just like the rest of society, preservice teachers belong to multiple groups. For 
example, students are part of the following groups: family, educational, social, religious, and 
political. The norms of these groups often come into conflict with one another. Many 
participants' statements depicted the conflict participants encounter as they live their daily 
lives. One participant was confused and angered by the fact that s/he frequently saw her 
friend struggle with her own daily care. The participant could not understand why others 
chose not to help her if and when the chance arose. Another participant fought with the 
internal conflict created by the hardships his/her friends with disabilities encountered as they 
participated in society. Furthermore, the fact that members of society laughed and pointed 
behind his/her friends' backs created confusion. 
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Work, School, and Religious Beliefs 
Participants' work, school, and religious beliefs have also played a role in forming 
their perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Statements made regarding the impact of 
work, school, and religious beliefs on the development of perceptions can be categorized into 
the three sociological perspectives outlined in the literature review. For example, there were 
statements that support the symbolic interactionist perspective of how perceptions are formed 
through the interactions one has with others. One participant indicated that s/he had spent 
many years working with people with a wide range of disabilities. This participant argued 
that individuals with disabilities are people too and should be allowed the same privileges as 
anyone else. 
Similarly, many participants' statements support the conflict theorists' perspective 
that the values and beliefs associated with an individual's association with multiple groups 
can conflict. Several participants indicated that their social upbringing may conflict with the 
perceptions a teacher should have toward students with disabilities. One participant stated 
that s/he had been socially trained to believe that people with disabilities are incompetent. 
Another participant indicated that s/he had grown up with children with disabilities in his/her 
classes. While s/he was expected to accept these classmates, s/he felt the inclusion of a 
student with a disability should be dependent on the severity of the disability. Furthermore, 
the participant indicated that children with 'bad' symptoms never seem to make progress and 
disrupt the class. 
As has been argued in the above paragraphs, sociological theory, specifically 
structural factionalism, symbolic interactionism, and conflict theory, is important in 
understanding how preservice teachers develop their perceptions of students with disabilities. 
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While there were other statements made by participants that could be used to further 
elaborate the importance of sociological theory in understanding how perceptions are formed, 
these statements provide a picture of how a participants' answers to the open-ended question 
can be viewed from each of the perspectives. 
Connecting the MRAI-R to Sociological Theory 
Similar to participants' responses to the open-ended question, the subscales on the 
modified Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory-Revised can be connected to the three 
sociological perspectives discussed in the review of literature. The symbolic interactionist 
perspective represents the foundation upon which the integration-segregation and social 
distance subscales are formed. Many of these items address issues related to interactions 
between individuals with and without disabilities, cooperation between individuals, and the 
categorization or stratification of individuals based on the presence of a disability. Emphasis 
is placed on the process and functions of the interaction with individuals with disabilities. 
One could argue that participants respond to these items based on the meaning they have 
attached to individuals with disabilities in prior interactions. Sometimes prejudicial 
preconceptions can result in less positive perceptions of these individuals. Depending on the 
direction and strength (i.e., positive or negative) of these perceptions, future teachers may 
have positive or negative influences on a student's academic success. Furthermore, it is 
through this symbolic interaction between teachers and students with disabilities that peers 
without disabilities internalize the common perceptions of the social group (i.e., the 
classroom). This theory is important because the labeling of students with disabilities often 
results in teachers and other students inhibiting future interactions. In addition, once an 
individual is labeled as disabled, this label creates barriers by ascribing a "spoiled identity" 
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upon the individual (Goffman, 1986). Ultimately, the labeling process affects the 
individual's future behavior and self-concept. 
The findings of this research support the argument that the integration-segregation 
and social distance subscales are consistent with the symbolic interactionism perspective. As 
asserted earlier, participants respond to the statements based on the meaning they have 
attached to individuals with disabilities in prior interactions. Preservice teacher participants 
who had prior interactions with at least two individuals with disabilities had significantly 
more positive perceptions on these two subscales than on either of the other subscales. Thus, 
it appears that preservice teachers' perceptions become more positive with increased 
interaction with individuals with disabilities. It also appears that these interactions are more 
likely positive as perceptions become more positive with increased interaction. 
The subtle derogatory subscale is consistent with the structural functionalist 
perspective. The items on this scale address issues related to the need for pattern 
maintenance, the stratification of individuals based on conformity or nonconformity to social 
norms, and the meritocracy assigned to individuals based on ability and effort. Similar to 
every other member of society, individuals with disabilities have roles and responsibilities 
they are expected to fulfill. It can be argued that participants respond to these items based on 
their perceptions of the ability of individuals with disabilities to fulfill these roles. Many of 
the negative social perceptions of individuals with disabilities have been legitimized by 
medical professionals who have placed relative emphasis on the person's status as a person 
with a disability rather than on his/her status as a parent, spouse, or employee who just 
happens to have a disability (Parsons, 1951). As future teachers, participants will impose 
sanctions on students with disabilities when they fail to conform to the classroom norms. As 
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sanctions are imposed teachers are consciously or unconsciously stratifying their students. 
Structural functionalism is important because there are teachers who resist any type of 
change. Because schools are agents of socialization, teachers transmit their perceptions to 
their students, who tend to perceive their classmates with disabilities in a similar manner. 
The findings of this research also support the argument that the subtle derogatory 
beliefs subscale is consistent with the structural functionalists' approach. Structural 
functionalists stress conformity to role expectations and social norms. Society is maintained 
by harmony and consensus which can only be achieved through adhering to the norms. 
Participants had significantly more positive perceptions associated with urbanicity on this 
subscale than on the other three subscales. The finding that participants' perceptions became 
more positive as the population of their hometown became denser suggests that these 
participants are encountering more individuals with disabilities in society. It can be argued 
that as people encounter more and more individuals with disabilities working in Walmart, 
McDonalds, and various other high profile areas, they perceive individuals with disabilities 
as fulfilling their role within society. Participants from less dense areas may not have had the 
opportunity to encounter individuals with disabilities in their daily routines. Thus, they are 
less familiar with this population, which in turn may result in less positive perceptions. 
The private rights subscale is consistent with the conflict perspective. The items on 
this subscale address issues related to competition, authority and power of individuals in 
authoritative positions over individuals with disabilities. The primary focus of these items is 
on the reproduction of inequality and social relations. One can argue that individuals without 
disabilities have always had power and authority over individuals with disabilities. Doctors 
and teachers are examples of those who have power over individuals with disabilities. The 
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unequal power relationships of these individuals are very frequently observable in society as 
well as the classroom. Both doctors and teachers have the power to distinguish the haves 
from the have nots. This can cause conflict between and within groups. While occasional 
conflict can be good for a group, it can have a debilitating effect on students with disabilities 
because these students are sometimes less adept at negotiating than their peers without 
disabilities. Conflict theory is important to the study of students with disabilities because of 
the power relationships present within the social and academic classroom environment. It is 
hard to imagine a classroom without some degree of conflict regarding power and status. 
The mean scores on the private rights subscale tended to be less positive than on the 
other three subscales. In addition, there were no significant findings on this subscale that 
differed from the other subscales. This is interesting in that the private rights subscale 
focuses on inequality and social relations between individuals with and without disabilities. 
Based on conflict theory one could argue that the mean scores on this subscale were less 
positive because participants perceive themselves as future teachers as having power over 
their students. They may perceive these students as requiring more time and effort which 
will add additional strain and work to their already hectic schedule. 
Based on the previous discussion, it can be argued that all three sociological 
perspectives play an important role in explaining preservice teachers' perceptions of students 
with disabilities. The results of this study appear to support the inclusion of all three theories 
in the study of preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. Participants had 
more positive perceptions on the social distance and integration-segregation subscales. This 
would support the view that social interaction is important in the development of perceptions 
of students with disabilities. Participants had the least positive perceptions of individuals 
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with disabilities regarding issues of competition, authority, and power. This would suggest 
that there is a possibility that teacher education coursework needs to focus on equalizing the 
power relationships between individuals with and without disabilities. The moderately 
positive perceptions of participants on the subtle derogatory beliefs subscale suggest that 
teachers are willing to accept individuals who do not always conform to the classroom 
norms. 
Theorists from each perspective would undoubtedly argue that their theory best 
explains how preservice teachers develop perceptions of students with disabilities. While 
each theory has its strengths and weaknesses, it appears that all three perspectives can be 
used to understand how preservice teachers develop their perceptions of all students and 
particularly those with disabilities. This research provides a preliminary look at connecting 
sociological theory to the development of perceptions of preservice teachers toward students 
with disabilities. Future research must focus on further analysis of sociological theory and 
how it relates to the perceptions preservice teachers bring to teacher education programs. 
Limitations 
The main limitation of this research is that perceptions are difficult to measure 
accurately. Thus, the results of this study should be interpreted with this in mind. Several 
warning signs associated with this limitation became apparent throughout the course of this 
study. First, not every participant answered every survey or demographic question. This 
suggests that there may be some level of discomfort associated with revealing one's true 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Depending on their responses to these items, 
there may have been a wider range of more positive and/or negative scores on the survey 
instrument had every participant responded to every question. However, the researcher did 
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not want participants to feel uncomfortable completing the survey or pressured to answer 
questions in a manner they felt was socially acceptable. In addition, an individual's behavior 
does not always correspond with his/her answers to perception and attitude surveys. The use 
of a survey instrument alone does not allow a researcher to determine if self-reported 
perceptions correspond with participants' actions. Thus, this limitation may be a problem in 
any future research. However, future research might address this problem by combining a 
self-reported survey with researcher observation or in-depth interviews. This type of 
research might be able to better correlate participants' self-reported perceptions with their 
behavior toward students with disabilities. 
A second limitation is the extent to which the results are generalizable. A limited 
number of education classes were surveyed in a single university. The lack of diversity in 
the sample (i.e., socioeconomic status, age, race) limits generalizability to other teacher 
education programs that may include more diverse populations. If time and expense were 
not a concern, it may have been beneficial to try and survey preservice teachers in teacher 
education programs across the state or nation. This type of research may have resulted in 
different results regarding preservice teachers' perceptions toward students with disabilities. 
The technical adequacy of the instrument used in the study is a third limitation. The 
reliability of the overall inventory scale and the integration-segregation and social distance 
subscales were adequate. However, the private rights and subtle derogatory beliefs subscales 
were only moderately reliable. Attempts should be made to improve the reliability of these 
two subscales. While the Cronbach's alpha coefficient was adequate for research purposes, 
increased reliability in these two subscales would provide greater confidence in future 
findings. 
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Finally, this study was only an exploratory look at preservice teachers' perceptions of 
students with disabilities. Prior research has focused primarily on teachers' perceptions of 
inclusion and/or the skills needed by students with disabilities. Thus, there are very few 
studies with which to compare this research. Consequently, one must be careful about 
generalizing the findings of this research. Future research in this area is necessary to confirm 
or refute the findings associated with this study. 
To remedy some of the symptoms associated with the difficulty associated with 
measuring preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities, the researcher 
recognizes the need to replicate this study in more diverse university settings. Once there 
exists a broader range of research in the area of preservice teachers' perceptions of students 
with disabilities, future research might focus on interventions that are targeted at improving 
perceptions of specific populations within teacher education programs. 
Implications for Future Research and Practice 
Further research should be directed to exploring the relationship between various 
demographic characteristics and perceptions of students with disabilities. While there 
appeared to be no association between age, disability status, parents' level of education, and 
mean family income, future research needs to continue to focus on determining if an 
association exists. The lack of association between these factors and preservice teachers' 
perceptions may be due to the fact that there was limited diversity in several of these 
variables in the sample. Future research should focus on surveying preservice teachers' 
perceptions with a much more diverse sample. 
Subsequent research might also explore how existing teacher education programs can 
be modified to produce preservice teachers with more positive perceptions of students with 
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disabilities. It is disconcerting that many of the elementary and secondary preservice 
teachers had less positive perceptions of students with disabilities than their early childhood 
and elementary education counterparts. In addition, it was alarming that a small number of 
preservice teachers reported they did not expect to work with students with disabilities in 
their future classrooms. 
One possible avenue for beginning this research might involve exploring just how 
positive preservice teachers' perceptions need to be toward students with disabilities. 
Answers to the following questions might provide researchers with more valuable and useful 
information: What is an "adequate level" of positive perceptions? How much of a link is 
there between preservice teachers' self-reported perceptions and their behavior toward 
students with disabilities? Do preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities 
follow them into their first classroom once they receive teacher certification? Pursuing 
answers to these questions may assist researchers in their efforts to determine ways to modify 
existing teacher education programs. 
Future research should also focus on inservice teachers' perceptions of students with 
disabilities. While most preservice teachers report fairly positive perceptions of students 
with disabilities, it would be interesting to explore whether participants continue to have 
positive perceptions of these students once they enter the teaching profession. 
There are several implications for educational practice that can be drawn from the 
results of the present study. First, the teacher education program at Iowa State University is 
preparing early childhood education majors and elementary education-special education 
majors who have more positive perceptions about students with disabilities than do their 
counterparts in elementary education and secondary education. A small number of 
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elementary education and secondary education preservice teachers indicated that students 
with disabilities should not be integrated into the general education classroom because they 
disrupt the efficient and effective functioning of the classroom. Others indicated that these 
students are better served in special education classrooms. This is troubling because the 
majority of these preservice teachers will in fact be teaching in classrooms that include some 
students with disabilities. 
A second implication is that teacher educators should look at these results as a means 
of critiquing their courses and modifying the curriculum to better prepare all preservice 
teachers to work with a diverse group of students. The data presented in this survey can 
assist teacher educators in making program decisions that will result in preservice teachers 
with more positive perceptions of students with disabilities. For example, instructors of 
methods courses might integrate more information about working with students of all 
abilities (i.e., students with disabilities and students who are gifted and talented). Such 
information might relieve some of the stress and conflict associated with working with such a 
diverse group of students. Another possible modification to the current teacher education 
program might be to require that all elementary and secondary teachers have multiple and 
extended opportunities to consider the needs of students with disabilities. Such opportunities 
might result in teachers having more positive perceptions. 
The purpose of this study was to explore preservice teachers' perceptions of students 
with disabilities. There were several major findings associated with the research. First, 
preservice teachers in the middle of the teacher education program have more positive 
perceptions of students with disabilities. In addition, there appears to be a critical threshold 
of two field experiences which result in more positive perceptions. With the exception of 
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early childhood education preservice teachers little variance in perceptions can be attributed 
to preservice teachers' completion of specific courses within the teacher education program. 
Similarly, little variance in perceptions can be explained by demographic variables. The 
demographic variables that do seem to have a small impact on perceptions are gender, year in 
college, and prior interactions with individuals with disabilities. Future research needs to 
focus on replicating this study in more diverse settings and exploring the ways courses can 
alter more negative perceptions and sustain more positive perceptions of students with 
disabilities. 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY Institutional Review Board 
Office of Research Compliance 
Vice Provost for Research and 
Advanced Studies 
2810 Beardshear Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011-2036 
51.5 294-4566 
FAX 515 294-7288 
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  
TO: Linda Impecoven-Lirid 
FROM: Ginny Austin, IRB Coordinator 
RE: IRB ID #03-722 
DATE REVIEWED: S eptember 23, 2003 
The project, "Perceptions of Students with Disabilities: Implications for Teachers" has been 
declared exempt from Federal regulations as described in 45 CFR 46.101(b)(2). 
(2) Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, 
achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures or observation of public 
behavior, unless: (i) information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human 
subjects can be identified, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects; and 
(ii) any disclosure of the human subjects' responses outside the research could 
reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to 
the subjects' financial standing, employability, or reputation. 
To be in compliance with ISU's Federal Wide Assurance through the Office of Human 
Research Protections (OHRP) all projects involving human subjects, must be reviewed by 
the Institutional Review Board (IRB). Only the IRB may determine if the project must follow 
the requirements of 45 CFR 46 or is exempt from the requirements specified in this law. 
Therefore, all human subject projects must be submitted and reviewed by the IRB. 
Because this project is exempt it does not require further IRB review and is exempt from 
the Department of Health and Human Service (DHHS) regulations for the protection of 
human subjects. 
We do, however, urge you to protect the rights of your participants in the same ways that 
you would if IRB approval were required. This includes providing relevant information 
about the research to the participants. Although this project is exempt, you must carry out 
the research as proposed in the IRB application, including obtaining and documenting 
(signed) informed consent, if applicable to your project. 
Any modification of this research should be submitted to the IRB on a Continuation and/or 
Modification form to determine if the project still meets the Federal criteria for exemption. If 
it is determined that exemption is no longer warranted, then an IRB proposal will need to be 
submitted and approved before proceeding with data collection. 
cc: Curriculum & Instruction 
HSRO/OCR 9/02 
ISU IRB #2 03-722 
EXEMPT DATE: September 23,2003 
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INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 
Title of Study: Perceptions of Students with Disabilities: Implications for Teachers 
Investigators: Linda S. Impecoven-Lind 
Tliis is a research study. Please take your time in deciding if you would like to participate. Please feel 
free to ask questions at any time. 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study is to leam about preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. 
You are being invited to participate in this study because you are a preservice teacher in the teacher 
education program at Iowa State University. 
DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES 
If you agree to participate in this study, your participation will last for the next 20 to 30 minutes. During 
the study you may expect the following study procedures to be followed. You will be asked to complete a 
survey about your perceptions of students with disabilities in the general education classroom. You will 
also be asked to complete a demographic profile. You may skip any question that you do not wish to 
answer or that makes you feel uncomfortable. 
RISKS 
While participating in this study you may experience the following risks: 
The only potential risk of participating in this study is discomfort in responding to items on the perception 
survey and/or the demographic questionnaire. 
BENEFITS 
If you decide to participate in this study there will be no direct benefit to you It is hoped that the 
information gained in this study will benefit society by providing teacher educators with a better 
understanding of the perceptions preservice teacher bring to the teacher education program. This 
information can lead to changes in existing teacher education programs that may result in future teachers 
developing more positive perceptions of students with disabilities. In addition, this research fills a gap in 
the existing research in the area of perceptions of students with disabilities. 
COSTS AND COMPENSATION 
You will not have any costs from participating in this study. You will not be compensated for 
participating in this study. 
PARTICIPANT RIGHTS 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may refuse, to participate or leave the 
study at any time. If you decide to not participate in the study or leave the study early, it will not result in 
any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by applicable laws and 
regulations and will not be made publicly available. However, federal government regulatory agencies 
HSRO/OCR 05/02 1 
1SU IRB U2 03-722 
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and the Institutional Review Board (a committee that reviews and approves human subject research 
studies) may inspect and/or copy your records for quality assurance and data analysis. These records may 
contain private information. 
To ensure confidentiality to the extent permitted by law, the following measures will be taken: 
participants will be assigned a unique code which will be used on the survey instead of their name. Once 
your data lias been entered, the participants consent fonn will be separated from the survey instrument. 
Only the researcher will have access to study records. Consent forms and survey instruments will be kept 
in cardboard boxes and stored in a secure location where only the researcher has access to the records. 
Participant records will be kept for three years. At the end of three years, all materials will be destroyed. 
If the results are published, your identity will remain confidential. 
QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. For further information about the 
study contact Linda S. Impecoven-Lind at (515) 275-2076 or (515) 291-3020, Dr. Anne Foegen at 294-
8373, or Dr. Jackie Blount at 294-4706. If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or 
research-related injury, please contact the Human Subjects Research Office, 2810 Beardshear Hall, (515) 
294-4566; austingr@iastate.edu or the Research Compliance Officer, Office of Research Compliance, 
2810 Beardshear Hall, (515) 294-3115; dament@iastate.edu 
******************************************************************************. 
SUBJECT SIGNATURE 
Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the study has been 
explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document and that your questions have 
been satisfactorily answered. You will receive a copy of the signed and dated written informed consent 
prior to your participation in the study. 
Subject's Name (printed) 
(Subject's Signature) (Date) 
HSRO/OCR 05/02 2 
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P E R C E P T I O N S  I N V E N T O R Y  
Directions: This inventory contains statements expressing opinions or ideas about people with disabilities (i.e., 
deafness, blindness, learning disability, mental disability, Autism, communication disorder, behavior disorder, 
physical disability, multiple disabilities). There are many differences of opinion; many people agree and many 
people disagree with each statement. Please record your opinion on the attached answer sheet. There is no time 
limit for the completion of this inventory, but you should work as rapidly as you can. All responses are kept strictly 
confidential. 
PLEASE RESPOND TO EVERY STATEMENT. 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
1. School officials should not place children with disabilities and children 
without disabilities in the same classes. 
SD D A SA 
2. We should integrate people with disabilities and people without 
disabilities into the same neighborhoods. 
SD 0 A SA 
3. I would allow my child to accept an invitation to a birthday party for a 
child with a disability. 
SD 0 A SA 
4. People with disabilities are not yet ready to practice the self-control 
that goes with social equality with people who do not have 
disabilities. 
SD 0 A SA 
5. I would be willing for my child to have children with disabilities as 
close personal friends. 
SD 0 A SA 
6. If I were a landlord, I would want to pick my tenants even if this meant 
only renting to people who do not have disabilities. 
SD 0 A SA 
7. It is a good idea to have separate after-school programs for children 
with disabilities. 
SD 0 A SA 
8. Regardless of his or her own views, a private nursery school director 
should be required to admit children with disabilities. 
SD 0 A SA 
9. Even though children with disabilities are in public schools, it is 
doubtful whether they will gain much from it. 
SD 0 A SA 
10. Although social mixing of people with and without disabilities may be 
right, it is impractical until people with disabilities learn to accept limits 
in their relations with the opposite sex. 
SD 0 A SA 
11.1 have no objection to attending the movies or a play in the company 
of people with disabilities. 
SD D A SA 
12. Laws requiring employers not to discriminate against people with 
disabilities violate the rights of the individual who does not want to 
associate with people with disabilities. 
SD 0 A SA 
13. Integrating children with and without disabilities into the same 
preschool classes should not be attempted because of the turmoil it 
would cause. 
SD 0 A SA 
14. Real estate agents should be required to show homes to families 
regardless of the desires of the homeowners. 
SD D A SA 
15. I would rather not have people with disabilities as dinner guests with 
my friends who do not have disabilities. 
SD 0 A SA 
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16. Children with disabilities waste time playing in class instead of trying 
to do better. 
SD 0 A SA 
17. Having people with and without disabilities work at the same jobsites 
will be beneficial to both. 
SD 0 A SA 
18. I would rather not have a person with a disability swim in the same 
pool that I swim in. 
SD 0 A SA 
19. I would be willing to introduce a person with a disability to friends and 
neighbors in my home town. 
SD 0 A SA 
20. Campground and amusement park owners have the right to refuse to 
serve anyone they please, even if it means refusing people with 
disabilities. 
SD 0 A SA 
21. The problem of prejudice toward people with disabilities has been 
exaggerated. 
SD 0 A SA 
22. If I were a barber or beauty shop owner I would be willing to be told 
that I had to serve people with disabilities. 
SD 0 A SA 
23. Assigning high school students with and without disabilities to the 
same classes is more trouble than it is worth. 
SD 0 A SA 
24.1 would be willing to go to a competent barber or hairdresser who has 
a disability. 
SD 0 A SA 
25. Even with equality of social opportunity, people with disabilities could 
not show themselves equal in social situations to people who do not 
have a disability. 
SD 0 A SA 
26. Even though people with disabilities have some cause for complaint, 
they would get what they want if they were more patient. 
SD 0 A SA 
27.1 would rather not have people who have a disability live in the same 
apartment building I live in. 
SD 0 A SA 
28. A person should not be permitted to run a day care center if he or she 
will not serve children with disabilities 
SD 0 A SA 
29. A child with a disability should be integrated into regular classes in 
school. 
SD 0 A SA 
30. Take a minute to think about how you developed perceptions of individuals with disabilities. 
Please describe the people, events, and/or environments that you believe have shaped your current 
perceptions of individuals with disabilities. Please use the back of this page if you need more room. 
Thank you for your assistance in responding to this questionnaire. 
MRAI-R © 1992 R. M. Harth & R. F. Antonak. Adapted with permission. 
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Personal Demographic Information 
Directions: Please complete this personal demographic information as completely and accurately as 
possible. The information you share will be used only for statistical analyses purposes. Your answers 
will be anonymous and confidentia . 
1. Gender: 
D Female 
D Male 
2. Month/Year of birth: 
3. Race: (check as many as apply) 
• African 
D African American 
• Asian 
• Asian American 
0 Latino/Latina 
• Middle Eastern 
0 Native American 
0 White 
0 Other (specify): 
4. How would you 
categorize the place 
where you grew up? 
• Rural 
D Small town 
D Suburban 
0 Urban 
5. Hometown Zip 
Code: 
6. Mother and father's level of 
education (years completed): 
Mother Father 
a • Didn't complete high school 
• 0 High school or equivalent 
D D Some college, but no degree 
• • Community College degree 
D D Vocational degree 
D • Bachelor' Degree 
D n Master's Degree 
• 0 Professional School Degree 
(i.e., MD, JD, DDS, DVM) 
0 0 Doctorate 
7. Year in program: 
D First year 
D Sophomore 
• Junior 
D Senior 
• Graduate 
• Other: 
8. Do you anticipate that your work as a 
teacher will involve teaching students 
who have disabilities? 
n No 
• Yes 
9. Major: 
D Early Childhood Education 
• Elementary Education 
Area of specialization: 
D Special Education 
D Other 
D Undecided 
D Secondary Education 
(specify major) 
0 Undeclared 
D Other: 
10. Do you have a disability? 
• No 
• Yes 
11. Please rate your general knowledge of the conditions 
and life circumstances of persons with disabilities. 
No 
Knowledge 
1 2 
Extensive 
Knowledge 
12. Please rate the frequency of your contact with persons 
with disabilities. 
Almost 
never 
1 2 
Daily 
6 
13. Regarding any prior interaction with individuals with 
disabilities (i.e., deafness, blindness, learning disability, 
mental disability, Autism, communication disorder, behavior 
disorder, physical disability, multiple disabilities) do you 
know a person or persons with a disability? O No D Yes 
If "YES" in what way(s) do you know this person or persons? 
(check all that apply) 
• Spouse • Child • Sibling • Co-worker 
D Neighbor 0 Friend • Acquaintance 
D Other (explain) 
14. Student Teaching Experience (check the one that applies 
to you) 
D Have not yet completed and am not currently enrolled 
• Currently enrolled • Completed 
If you. are an Early Childhood, Elementary, or Secondary Education students, please turn to the next 
page. For students with other majors, you are finished with the survey. Thank you for your time. 
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1SU IRB #2 03-722 
EXEMPT DATE: September 23,2003 
Early Childhood Education: Complete Part 1 on this page 
Elementary Education Majors: Complete Part 2 on page 3 
Secondary Education Majors: Complete Part 3on page 4 
PART 1 - Early Childhood Education Majors 
If you are in the Early Childhood Education program please complete this section to the best of your 
knowledge. 
Completed Currently 
Enrolled 
Not Yet 
Taken 
Teacher Education Classes 
• • • C I 201 - Instructional Technology 
• • • CI 204 - Social Foundations of American Education 
• • • C1250 - Education of the Exceptional Learner in a Diverse Society 
• • • HD FS 240 - Literature for Children 
• • • HD FS 340 - Assessment and Curricula: Ages Birth through 2 Years 
• • • C1245/268 - Strategies for Teaching/Strategies Practicum 
• • • C1332 - Educational Psychology 
• • • HD FS 343 - Assessment and Programming: Ages 3 through 6 Years 
• . • • HD FS 345 - Adapting Programming in Inclusive Settings 
• • • HD FS 455 - Curricula for Ages 3-6 Years 
• • • HD FS 456 - Family Focused Services for Young Children 
• • • C1406 - Multicultural Gender Fair Education 
• • • Sp Ed 355 - Classroom Assessment of Diverse Learners in the Primary 
Grades 
Methods Courses 
• • • C1367 - Teaching Literacy in Primary Grades 
• • • C1368 - Issues in Literacy for Diverse Learners in the Primary Grades 
• • • C1443 - Teaching Social Studies in the Primary Grades 
• • • C1438 - Teaching Mathematics in the Primary Grades 
• • • C1449 - Teaching Science in the Primary Grades 
• • • Sp Ed 455 - Instructional Methods for Diverse Learners in the Primary 
Grades 
Early Childhood Education Majors - Your survey is now complete. Thank you! 
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ISU IRB #2 03-722 
EXEMPT DATE: September 23,2003 
Elementary Education Majors: Complete Part 2 on this page 
Secondary Education Majors: Complete Part 3 on page 4 
PART 2 - Elementary Education Majors 
If you are in the Elementary Education program please complete this section to the best of your 
knowledge. 
Completed Currently 
Enrolled 
Not Yet 
Taken 
Teacher Education Classes 
• • • C I 201 - Instructional Technology 
• • • C1204 - Social Foundations of American Education 
• • • C1250 - Education of the Exceptional Learner in a Diverse Society 
• • • HD FS 226 - Development and Guidance in Middle Childhood 
• • • HD FS 240 - Literature for Children OR Engl 394 - Adolescent Literature 
• • • C 1245/268 - Strategies for Teaching/Strategies Practicum 
• • • C I 332 - Educational Psychology 
• • • C1406 - Multicultural Gender Fair Education 
Methods Courses 
• • • C1377 - Teaching of Reading and Writing - Primary Grades 
• • • C1448 - The Teaching of Mathematics - K-6 
- • • • C 1378 - Teaching of Reading and Writing - Intermediate 
• • • C1449 - Teaching of Science 
• • • C1443 - The Teaching of Social Studies 
Related Methods Courses 
• • • Art Ed 211 - Introduction to Art Education 
• • • HS 275 - Health Education in the Elementary School 
• • • Music 265 - Music in Elementary Education 
• • • Ex Sp 284 - Elementary and Preschool Movement Education 
Elementary Education Majors - Your survey is now complete. Thank you! 
PART 3 - Secondary Education - Once you have completed this page you are done with the survey. Thank you! 
If you are in the Secondary Education program, please complete this section to the best of your knowledge. First, indicate which of the 
first 6 courses you have taken and then indicate which of the courses specific to your major that you have taken. 
Completed 
• 
Currently 
Enrolled 
• CI 201- Instructional Technology 
Completed 
• 
Currently 
Enrolled 
• FCEDS 206 Prof. Roles in Fam. & Consumer Sciences 
• • C1204 - Social Foundations of American Education • • FCEDS 306 Ed. Principles for Fam. &Consumer 
Sciences 
• • C1333 - Educational Psychology • • FCEDS 318 Occupational Programs 
• • C 1406 - Multicultural Gender Fair Educ • • FCEDS 403 Student Assessment for Voc. PCS 
• • C1415 Senior Seminar • • Instrumental 350 Techniques: Strings 
• • C 1426 Principles of secondary Ed. • • Instrumental 351 Instr. Tech Clarinet, Flute, Sax 
• • AgEds 211 Early Field Based Experience • • Instrumental 352 Instr. Tech. Oboe, Bassoon 
• • AgEds 310 Foundations Ag. Ed. Programs • • Instrumental 353 Instr. Tech. Trumpet, Horn 
• AgEds 401 Plan Ag. Ed. Programs • • Instrumental 354 Instru. Tech. Trombone, Baritone, 
Tuba 
• • AgEd 402 Methods of Teaching in Ag. Sciences/Agribus. • • Instrumental 355 Instrumental Tech. Percussion 
• • AgEds 416 Pre-Student Teaching Exp. in Ag. Ed. • • Instrumental 356 Instrument Maintenance and Repair 
• • C 1280 Pre-Student Teaching Exp. • • Instrumental 358B Lab Ensemble 
• • CI 347 Nature of Science • • Instrumental 368 OR 369 String Pedagogy 
• • C I 395 Mid. and Sec. School Reading • • Instrumental 464 Administration Materials & Methods 
• • C1418 Secondary Science Methods I • Music 266 Intro to Music Ed 
• • C1419 Secondary Science Methods II • • Music 366 Methods of Music Ed. 
• • C1468J Supervised Practicum in Teaching-Sec. Science I • • Music 466 Program Development and Eval. in Music 
Ed. 
• • C 1468K Supervised Practicum in Teaching-Sec. Science 
n 
• • Vocal 367 Vocal Jazz and Show Choir Techniques 
• • Engl 392 Teaching Writing Sec • • Vocal 358A Lab Ensemble 
• • Engl 394 Teaching Reading of Yng. Lit. • • Vocal 360 Vocal Pedagogy 
• • Engl 494 Teach Lit Secondary • • Vocal 465 Choral Materials and Methods 
• • Ex Sp 275 Movement Ed. In Elem. Sch. Phy. Ed. • • F Lng 487 Methods in Sec. School F. Lang. Instruction 
• • Ex Sp 375 Teaching Physical Education • • Math 497 Teaching Sec. School Math 
• • - Ex Sp 395 Adapted Physical Education • • Math 542 Investigating the Teach. And Learning of 
Sec. Math 
• • Ex Sp 418 Supervised Teaching in Phys. Ed. In Elem. Sch. • • LAS 480C Field Exp. For Sec. Teaching Prep. 
• • Ex Sp 470 Evaluation in Phys. Ed. • 0 HS 375 Teaching-Learning Process in Health Ed. 
• • Ex Sp 475 P. E. Curr. Design & Program Org. 
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July 2003 
Dear Inquirer: 
Thank you for your inquiry about the Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory. I have enclosed 
with this letter a copy of the MRAI and a scoring key for your use. 
You may reproduce the MRAI in any form that suits your research needs. The only 
requirement that Dr. Harth and I have for the use of the instrument is that you ascribe 
authorship to us on the instrument and acknowledge us as the authors of the instrument, using 
the citation below, in any publication that may arise from your use of it. 
Sincerely, 
Richard F. Antonak, Ed.D. 
Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs 
RFA/hs 
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OPINION INVENTORY 
Directions: This inventory contains statements expressing opinions or ideas about people 
who are mentally retarded. There are many differences of opinion; many people agree and 
many people disagree with each statement. We would like to know your opinion about each 
one. Put an X through the one response that best corresponds with how you feel about the 
statement. There is no time limit for the completion of this inventory, but you should work 
as rapidly as you can. All responses are kept strictly confidential. 
Please Respond To Every Statement 
KEY 
SD: I Strongly Disagree SA: I Strongly Agree 
D: I Disagree A: I Agree 
SD D A SA 1. School officials should not place children who are mentally 
retarded and children who are not mentally retarded in the 
same classes. 
SD D A SA 2. We should integrate people who are mentally retarded and who 
are not mentally retarded into the same neighborhoods. 
SD D A SA 3. I would allow my child to accept an invitation to a birthday 
party given for a child with mental retardation. 
SD D A SA 4. People who are mentally retarded are not yet ready to practice 
the self-control that goes with social equality with people who 
are not mentally retarded. 
SD D A SA 5. I am willing for my child to have children who are mentally 
retarded as close personal friends. 
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Please Respond To Every Statement 
KEY 
SD: I Strongly Disagree A: I Agree 
D: I Disagree SA: I Strongly Agree 
SD D A SA 6. If I were a landlord, I would want to pick my tenants even if 
this meant only renting to people who are not mentally 
retarded. 
SD D A SA. 7. It is a good idea to have separate after-school programs for 
children who are mentally retarded and children who are not 
mentally retarded. 
SD D A SA 8. Regardless of his or her own views, a private nursery school 
director should be required to admit children with mental 
retardation. 
SD D A SA 9. Even though children with mental retardation are in public 
school, it is doubtful whether they will gain much from it. 
SD D A SA 10. Although social mixing of people who are mentally retarded 
and not mentally retarded may be right, it is impractical until 
people with mental retardation learn to accept limits in their 
relations with the opposite sex. 
SD D A SA 11. I have no objection to attending the movies or a play in the 
company of people who are mentally retarded. 
SD D A SA 12. Laws requiring employers not to discriminate against people 
with mental retardation violate the rights of the individual who 
does not want to associate with people who are mentally 
retarded. 
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Please Respond To Every Statement 
KEY 
SD: I Strongly Disagree A: I Agree 
D: I Disagree SA: I Strongly Agree 
SD D A SA 13. Integrating children who are mentally retarded and who are not 
into the same preschool classes should not be attempted 
because of the turmoil it would cause. 
SD D A SA 14. Real estate agents should be required to show homes to 
families with children who are mentally retarded regardless of 
the desires of the homeowners. 
SD D A SA 15. I would rather not have people with mental retardation as 
dinner guests with my friends who are not mentally retarded. 
SD D A SA 16. Children who are mentally retarded waste time playing in class 
instead of trying to do better. 
SD D A SA 17. Having people who are mentally retarded and not mentally 
retarded work at the same jobsites will be beneficial to both. 
SD D A SA 18. I would rather not have a person who is mentally retarded 
swim in the same pool that I swim in. 
SD D A SA 19. I would be willing to introduce a person with mental 
retardation to friends and neighbors in my home town. 
SD D A SA 20. Campground and amusement park owners have the right to 
refuse to serve anyone they please, even if it means refusing 
people with mental retardation. 
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Please Respond To Every Statement 
KEY 
SD: I Strongly Disagree A: I Agree 
D: I Disagree SA: I Strongly Agree 
SD D A SA 21. The problem of prejudice toward people with mental 
retardation has been exaggerated. 
SD D A SA 22. If I were a barber or beauty shop owner I would not resent it if 
I were told that I had to serve people with mental retardation. 
SD D A SA 23. Assigning high school students who are mentally retarded and 
who are not mentally retarded to the same classes is more 
trouble than it is worth. 
SD D A SA 24. I would be willing to go to a competent barber or hairdresser 
who is mentally retarded. 
SD D A SA 25. Even with equality of social opportunity, people who are 
mentally retarded could not show themselves equal in social 
situations to people who are not mentally retarded. 
SD D A SA 26. Even though people with mental retardation have some cause 
for complaint, they would get what they want if they were 
more patient. 
SD D A SA 27. I would rather not have people who are mentally retarded live 
in the same apartment building I live in. 
SD D A SA 28. A person should not be permitted to run a day care center if he 
or she will not serve children who are mentally retarded. 
199 
Please Respond To Every Statement 
KEY 
SD: I Strongly Disagree A: I Agree 
D: I Disagree SA: I Strongly Agree 
SD D A SA 29. The child who is mentally retarded should be integrated into 
regular classes in school. 
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Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory - Form R 
MRAI - Form R Scoring Key 
Item # +/- Scale Scale Item # Item # +/- Scale Scale Item # 
1 - INSE 1 16 - SUDB 4 
2 + INSE 2 17 + INSE 5 
3 + SDIS 1 18 - SDIS 5 
4 - SUDB 1 19 + SDIS 6 
5 + SDIS 2 20 - PRRT 5 
6 - PRRT 1 21 - SUDB 5 
7 - INSE 3 22 + PRRT 6 
8 + PRRT 2 23 - INSE 6 
9 - SUDB 2 24 + SDIS 7 
10 - SUDB 3 25 - SUDB 6 
11 + SDIS 3 26 - SUDB 7 
12 - PRRT 3 27 - SDIS 8 
13 - INSE 4 28 + PRRT 7 
14 + PRRT 4 29 + INSE 7 
15 - SDIS 4 
To score the MRAI in the direction of a positive attitude, first score the items: 
It the item is positive: SD = 1 D = 2 A = 3 SA = 4 
If the item is negative: SD = 4 D = 3 A = 2 SA = 1 
The overall MRAI score is determined by summing the 29 item scores: 
Scale No. of Items #  +  / # - Score Range Scale Title 
MRAI ni = 29 12+/17- 29-116 Overall Inventory 
The four scale scores are determined by summing the item scores for those scales: 
Scale No. of Items #  +  / # - Score Range Scale Title 
ISNE ni = 7 3+/4- 7 to 28 Integration-Segregation 
SDIS ni = 8 5+ / 3- 8 to 32 Social Distance 
PRRT ni = 7 4+/3- 7 to 28 Private Rights 
SUDB ni = 7 0+/7- 7 to 28 Subtle Derogatory Beliefs 
Reference Citation: 
Antonak, R. F., & Hrth, R. M. (1994). Psychometric analysis and revision of the Mental Retardation 
Attitude Inventory. Mental Retardation. 32. 272-280. 
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APPENDIX D. MEMO TO STUDENT TEACHERS 
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Me mo 
Date: 10/20/2003 
T O : Student T eachers 
From: Linda hnpecoven-Lind, Doctoral Candidate, Curriculum and Instruction 
RE: Student Teacher Survey 
Congratulations, as a student teacher you will soon be looking for your first teaching 
position. Many of you will be teaching in general education classrooms. Many of these 
classrooms will include students with disabilities. At the present time there is very little 
research which addresses the perceptions of preservice teachers toward students with 
disabilities. To fill the void in the research, the focus of my dissertation is on determining a 
baseline of preservice teachers' perceptions of students with disabilities. It is hoped that the 
information gained from this study will benefit society and the educational system by 
providing teacher educators with a better understanding of the perceptions that preservice 
teachers bring to the teacher education program. 
In order to establish a baseline of preservice teachers' perceptions of students with 
disabilities, it is important that I survey student teachers. If you agree to participate in this 
study, it should only take you about 15 minutes to complete the survey and demographic 
questionnaire. First, you need to read the informed consent form and sign the second copy. 
The first copy is for your records. Next, you need to complete the survey instrument and the 
demographic information. Finally, you need to return the informed consent in the postage 
paid return envelope by November 7, 2003. 
All the information you share on this survey instrument will be kept confidential. 
After I receive your survey, I will remove the informed consent and file it separate from the 
survey instrument. I really appreciate your participation in this survey. Once again, the 
information gained from this survey will hopefully lead to changes in existing teacher 
education programs. Thank you for participating in this research study. 
Once again, congratulations on completing the teacher education program. I wish each and 
every one of you luck in finding a teaching position. Thank you. 
Enc. 1 
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